
"A book at once scholarly and dramatic; without it neither the ms- 
tory of modern Germany nor the First World War can be adequately 
understood.” —Fritz Stern, Columbia University 



Fritz Fischer 




GERMANY’S AIMS IN THE 
FIRST WORLD WAR 



Also by Fritz Fischer 

WORLD POWER OR DECLINE: THE CONTROVERSY OVER 

Germany’s aims in the first world war 

War of Illusions 



GERMANY’S AIMS 
IN THE FIRST 
WORLD WAR 

By 

FRITZ FISCHER 



fTith Introductions by 

HAJO HOLBORN 

YALE UNIVERSITY 

and 

JAMES JOLL 

LONDON SCHOOL OR ECONOMICS AND POLITICAL SCIENCE 




W • W • NORTON 6- COMPANY • INC • NEW YORK 



SBN 393 05347 4 Cloth Edition 
SBN 393 09798 6 Paper Edition 

Published in Germany under the title 
Griff nach der Weltmacht. 
Copyright 1961 by Droste Verlag und 
Druckerei GmbH, Diisseldorf. 
Translation copyright © 1967 
by W. W. Norton & Company, Inc. 
and Chatto & Windus Ltd. 

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 



34567890 



CONTENTS 



Introduction by Hajo Holborn page ix 

Introduction by James Joll xvii 

Author's Forewords xxi 

List of Principal Personages xxv 

Introduction 

1. German imperialism: From great power policy to 

world power policy 3 

2. Germany and the outbreak of war: The miscalculation 

on British neutrality 50 

Part One: 1914-1916 

3. In expectation of a Blitz victory: From Bethmann 

Hollweg to Class 95 

4. The promotion of revolution: Means and ends 120 

5. Popular pressures: Publicists, societies, parties and 

princes 153 

6. The war aims policy of the Reich’s leaders, 1915: 

From depression to the claim for hegemony 184 

7. The war aims policy of the Reich’s leaders, 1916: 

Feelers for a separate peace in West and East 215 

8. The objectives of war aims policy, I : Vassal states, a 

Germanic North-East and economic integration 247 

9. Germany and the United States: Submarine warfare 

and the Belgian question 280 

10. War aims programmes: Germany and her allies, 

November, 1916 to March, 1917 310 

Part Two: 1917 

11. A Hindenburg peace or a Scheidemann peace? War 

aims and internal policy 327 

12. Maintenance of Germany’s war aims programme: 

Parrying Austria’s desire for peace 342 

13. Germany and the new Russia: The promotion of revo- 

lution and attempts to make a separate peace 364 



v 



CONTENTS 



14. War aims in the July Crisis of 1917: Change and con- 

tinuity 39 1 

15. Michaelis and Kuhlmann: Renunciation in the West? 405 

16. The re-shaping of war aims policy: Maintenance of 

eastern aims 4 2 9 

17. The objectives of war aims policy, II : Between annexa- 

tion and self-determination 444 

Part Three: 1918 

18. The Peace of Brest-Litovsk: The first realization of 

German war aims 475 

19. The elaboration of Mitteleuropa: The peace treaties 

with Finland and Rumania-Poland and Mittel- 
europa 5 10 

20. The elaboration of the Ostraum : The Ukraine, the 

Crimea, the Don Transcaucasia 534 

21. Germany between Whites and Reds: Policy towards 

Rump Russia 5^3 

22. The vision of world power: Objectives of war aims 

policy, III 583 

23. In expectation of final victory: Climax of power and 

reverse, and the continuity of war aims 609 

Selective Bibliography 839 

Index 845 

Maps 

‘Central Europe’ as a New Economic Unit 107 

The Extension of German Power in East and West 252-53 

The ‘New Order’ in the East 547 

German Central Africa 59^ 



vi 



ILLUSTRATIONS 



1. Wilhelm II, Alfred von Tirpitz and Henning von Holt- 

zendorf 

2. Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, Gottlieb von Jagow 

and Karl Helfferich 

3. Walther Rathenau 

4. Arthur von Gwinner 

5. Friedrich von Schwerin; Arnold von WahnschafFe 

6. Arthur Zimmermann 

7. Baron Hans von Wangenheim; Alexander Parvus 

Helphand 

8. Count Ulrich von BrockdorfF-Rantzau 

9. Max Sering; Hans Delbriick 

10. Gustav Stresemann 

1 1 . Clemens von Delbriick 

12. August Thyssen ; Hugo Stinnes 

13. Moritz Ferdinand von Bissing; Hans Hartwig von 

Beseler 

14. Friedrich Wilhelm von Loebell; Paul von Breitenbach 

15. Erich Ludendorff 

16. Matthias Erzberger 

1 7. Richard von Kiihlmann 

18. Negotiations at Brest-Litovsk : Hoffmann, Czernin, Talaat 

Pasha and Kiihlmann 

19. Baron Hans Karl von Stein zu Nord- und Ostheim 

20. Paul von Hindenburg, Pavel Skoropadsky and Erich 

Ludendorff 

21. Otto Wiedfeldt 

22. Wilhelm von Stumm; Hilmar von dem Bussche- 

Haddenhausen 

23. Paul von Hintze 

24. The Deutsche Gesellschaft in 1914: Gutmann, Rizoff, Solf, 

Helfferich, WahnschafFe, Salomonssohn and Johann 
Albrecht von Mecklenburg 

vii 



INTRODUCTION TO THE 
AMERICAN EDITION 



Students of history as well as the general reading public in recent 
years have given greatly increased attention to the history of World 
War I, the war that ushered in the age in which we live. The war 
started over European conflicts and for the first three years was 
fought chiefly by European powers, although Russia was more than 
a European power and the British overseas dominions early came to 
the assistance of the mother country. Moreover, final victory or de- 
feat even in the years 1914-16 would have decided the fate not only 
of Europe but of the Middle East and Africa as well. 

By 1917 the European powers found themselves incapable of 
breaking the military stalemate that had lasted since the fall of 1914. 
Only the entry of the United States, which turned the war into a 
global war, made the full defeat of Germany possible. In the same 
year, 1917, the Bolsheviks seized power in Russia and at the very 
moment when democracy seemed about to become the universal 
form of government the foundations of the first totalitarian state 
were laid. Ever since the struggle between democracy and totalitari- 
anism has been the major conflict of our time. 

Another significant aspect of World War I was the transformation 
of war itself. Whereas the European wars of the nineteenth century 
had been fought only by armies, all the human and material re- 
sources of the belligerent nations were mobilized in the long war of 
1914-18. It became what Ludendorff first called a ‘total war’. 
Owing to the blockade and the limitation of her reserves this process 
went farthest in Germany. The German economy ultimately was 
converted into a government-directed economy which could be 
characterized as either war socialism or state capitalism. At the same 
time Germany, which after the summer of 1917 was under a virtual 
military dictatorship, 'went further than any other nation in the con- 
trol of public opinion and individual expression. This wartime sys- 
tem of economic and ideological control was easily revived and ex- 
tended by National Socialism. Thus World War I created a model 
for the fascist version of totalitarianism as well. 

With this book on German war aims policy in World War I Pro- 
fessor Fritz Fischer has made a significant contribution to the under- 
standing of the events of World War I which left a deep mark on the 
history of the subsequent thirty years. Through long labor he has 
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collected from archives inWest and East Germany and Austria a tremen- 
dous range of mostly unpublished material, which serves as the solid 
basis of his work. It does not seem likely that future students of the 
German war aims will be able to cull any important additional in- 
formation from official records. New material may appear from 
private sources and some actually has come to light since the Ger- 
man edition of this book was published in 1961, but it has only con- 
firmed some of Fischer’s judgments. 

Fischer’s historical studies of German war aims policy in 1914-18 
have brought him into conflict with ideas still rampant in Germany 
after the collapse of 1945. While the Nazi period and Hitler’s guilt 
for starting World War II have generally been condemned by Ger- 
man historians, the rise of National Socialism has been declared by 
many of them an ephemeral event within German history, chiefly 
caused by the Versailles Treaty, the run-away inflation of the early 
1 920s, and the great depression after 1930. In their view imperial 
Germany conducted legitimate policies: Emperor William II’s big 
words meant very little, since he always wished for peace at heart 
and his ministers disregarded his annexationist schemes. Besides 
World War I was started by a series of errors for which not only Ger- 
many but all the great powers were to be criticized. 

These opinions were almost universally held in Germany before 
1933, an d they were expressed again after 1945, particularly by the 
older generation. Fritz Fischer was the first German historian who 
recognized the need for a critical review of German history during 
World War I, when the official sources became available. In a sober 
and solidly documented narrative he relates the history of Germany’s 
wartime policies. Although he does not intend to write the history 
of Germany’s part in the origins of the war, he gives at the beginning 
a brief and probably somewhat oversimplified glimpse of the forces 
behind German imperialism before 1914. He then treats more fully 
the policies of the German government in the July crisis of 1914, 
proving beyond any reasonable doubt that the chancellor, Bethmann 
Hollweg, was determined to use the Austro-Serbian conflict to break 
the ‘encirclement’ of Germany-by which he meant the cohesion of 
the Triple Entente-at any price, even that of a great war. Fischer 
places the chief responsibility for the start of the war squarely on the 
shoulders of the imperial German government. 

Outside of Germany this has been the predominant view among 
historians for some time. First presented by Bernadotte Schmitt and 
Pierre Renouvin it originally had to contend with opinions which 
came closer to the German position that all the great powers or at 
least Russia, Austria-Hungary and Germany-in that order-were 
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to blame for the conflict. The two-volume work of the Italian Luigi 
Albertini on the origins of World War I, translated into English in 
1952, did much to crystallize the judgment of the non-German his- 
torians around the conviction that the chief responsibility for plung- 
ing Europe into war rested with the German government. Fritz 
Fischer’s treatment, while adding some interesting new details, con- 
forms in general to Albertini’s narrative. 

The real theme of Professor Fischer’s book, however, is the war 
aims policy of imperial Germany. While it has been customary to 
describe the civilian government as relatively moderate and the mili- 
tary men as the proponents of a wild annexationism, with the popu- 
lar forces standing on either side, Fischer offers a very different pic- 
ture. He shows how the civilian government, and that meant in the 
first place Chancellor von Bethmann Hollweg, was in deep sympathy 
with the general intent to fight the war in order to make Germany a 
‘world power’, equal to Britain and Russia. Bethmann Hollweg 
never questioned the need for drastic changes of the political map 
of Europe and the Europe-dominated Africa. In the days when com- 
plete victory in France seemed within the grasp of the German army 
he put together the first systematic program of German war aims. 
This program of September 9, 1914, remained the archetypal plan 
of all German policies till the end of the war. Temporary adjust- 
ments were made when the prospects of victory dimmed. But it was 
characteristic of the German government leaders that, even in 1915, 
when they tried hard to make a separate peace with Russia, they 
were not prepared to give up all conquest made in the east. 

The war aims included the creation of a big Mitteleuropa under the 
full military and economic control of the German Empire and made 
unassailable by annexations in the west and east as well as the estab- 
lishment of a ring of satellite states. In the west, Belgium was to be 
made a German dependency and the iron-rich French Lorraine to 
be annexed. In the east, Lithuania and Courland were to be brought 
under German dominion, a large section of Central Poland was to be 
annexed, and the remainder of Poland, together with Austrian Gali- 
cia, was to form a Polish state that, in spite of some political ties with 
Austria-Hungary, would be economically and militarily dominated 
by Germany. Rumania, too, was to be held in economic servitude. 
It was assumed that the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries 
would feel compelled to join the mighty trade bloc that would arise 
from the war. In addition the German government intended to ac- 
quire most of Central Africa from coast to coast. 

Critics of Fischer’s book have questioned that Bethmann Hollweg 
considered the September program a realistic or even desirable poli- 
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tical goal. And it is true that in private the chancellor occasionally 
expressed his doubts whether such extravagant aims could be reached 
with the means at Germany’s disposal and even whether the German 
people would not morally suffer were they to wield such great power. 
Yet he was not only convinced that by historic circumstances Ger- 
many was forced to expand but he also believed that he had no 
choice as chancellor but to conduct a policy that represented the 
ideas and longings of the ruling powers in Germany. He himself 
called it the ‘policy of the diagonal’ between the competing political 
forces. These forces, however, were very uneven in strength. The 
military, which already in peacetime had had an overweening influ- 
ence on the state created by Bismarck, gained in the war a firm hold 
on all war policies, particularly the formulation of war aims. But the 
generals did not have to impose their policies on an unwilling people. 
On the contrary, in some respects they were led on by the propa- 
ganda of the big interest groups, among which the iron and coal in- 
dustrialists became the most active and rabid proponents of annexa- 
tionist demands. Yet annexations were desired also by the liberals, 
not excluding those who in 1918-19 were among the leading build- 
ers of the Weimar Republic. Even the Social Democratic party, 
which was the largest German party after 1912, did not prove al- 
together immune to the temptation of imperialism. Although the 
Social Democrats had always espoused anti-militarism and pacifism- 
without rejecting national defense— some of the minor leaders and 
functionaries of the party became ardent annexationists. What was 
still more serious, the official party leadership conspicuously failed 
to fight the annexationism of the government. This led to the split 
of the Social Democratic party, and although the secessionist In- 
dependent Socialists represented only a minority of the old party, 
on the issue of war aims the mass of party followers in the country 
was probably in sympathy with the Independents. 

Thus the great majority of the German people, led by its ruling 
classes, indulged in wild dreams about the overwhelming strength 
that Germany had to acquire as the result of the war. Wisely Pro- 
fessor Fischer does not confine his narrative to the policies of the 
German government, which in 1917 practically fell into the hands 
of the army, but also deals with the powerful desires for conquest held 
by the non-proletarian classes. Particularly the role of the industria- 
lists and bankers, whose counsel the government liked to follow and 
who more than any other group fomented the domestic propaganda 
for expansionist war aims, has never before been so clearly eluci- 
dated. 

In their war aims policies, as set forth in Professor Fischer’s book, 

xii 



INTRODUCTION 



the Germans displayed a shocking disregard for the rights of other 
nations, especially of the small states. Even the contemptuous treat- 
ment that Germany’s major ally, Austria-Hungary, received was 
completely motivated by the sentiment that Germany as the strong- 
est power on the Continent could claim immunity from the laws 
which would prevent her from firmly establishing herself as a world 
power like Britain, Russia or the United States. Social Darwinism 
served as the justification for this untrammeled pursuit of power 
politics. The superiority of the German race over the Slav and Latin 
races was generally declared to be a proven fact of history. 

Professor Fischer also shows us the full scope of the German activi- 
ties launched at the beginning of the war with the intention of sub- 
verting the enemy governments. The attempts to make the Moham- 
medans rise against their British, French and Italian colonial masters 
failed, as did the support of the Irish revolution. The greatest result 
this German policy of subversion achieved was in Russia. Originally 
directed upon making the non-Russian nationalities revolt against 
the Russian Tsardom the German operations did not produce a 
strong response. But when the Germans proceeded to back social 
revolution as well, the effect was world-shaking. By transporting 
Lenin from Switzerland to Russia and by giving further help to the 
Bolsheviks Germany was able to end the war in the east and to re- 
alize her maximum program of conquest through the peace treaties 
of Brest-Litovsk with the Ukraine and the Soviet Union as well as 
through the subsequent treaty with Rumania at Bucharest. Conquest 
it must be called, since none of the new states was to be free to de- 
velop its own national statehood. The Baltic states were to become 
German satellites; Rumania was reduced to an economic colony; 
and the future fate of Poland was supposed to follow similar lines. 

The eastern peace treaties of 1918 refute the assertions of some 
German critics of Fischer who argue that the governmental memo- 
randa used by him were only meant as material for internal discus- 
sion and that the aims sketched out in the documents were never 
absolute demands but rather starting points for bargaining and com- 
promise. With relentless zeal the maximum aims were pressed by the 
Germans at the conference of Brest-Litovsk in spite of the fact that 
the imposition of such an oppressive peace necessitated the retention 
of one million German soldiers in the east. If at least a substantial 
part of these troops had been transferred to the west, the spring 
offensive of 1918, Ludendorff’s greatest venture, would have stood 
a better chance of success. 

There is nothing to support another assertion occasionally made 
by German writers. They suggest that the treaties of Brest-Litovsk 
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and Bucharest were products of the war emergency and would have 
been modified if all the powers together had drafted the final peace 
settlement. Yet assuming for a moment that Germany had won the 
war in the west, why should we expect the German rulers thereafter 
to have cut their cherished gains in the east? Clearly, they simply 
would have added western acquisitions to their eastern grabs. For 
no other reason did Ludendorff take the big gamble to attack in the 
west, although he knew that in the case of failure the strength of the 
Allied armies, steadily growing through the arrival of American 
troops, would become overwhelming. Thus the political war aims 
of Germany contributed to her ultimate military defeat. 

While Professor Fischer demonstrates the continuity of the Ger- 
man war aims program during World War I, he abstains from rais- 
ing the question to what extent was there a continuity between Ger- 
man war aims of World War I and World War II. Yet any reader 
will ask this question. And there can be no doubt that the events of 
1914-18 had a profound influence on Adolf Hitler. His program of 
conquest in the east stemmed directly from World War I. His aims 
in the west were a revised version of those in World War I. When 
England refused to make peace in 1940, the World War I plan for a 
German Central-African empire was revived. 

At the same time, there were also great differences. Although in 
discussing the annexation of a ‘Polish frontier strip’ some officials 
advocated the removal of the Polish and Jewish population, such 
advice did not prevail in the councils of imperial Germany. The 
project of settling many Germans in the eastern territories was popu- 
lar within the government and among the public, but was to be ac- 
complished by peaceful means. Hitler’s extermination of the Jews, 
the annihilation of the intelligentsia of the subjugated peoples and 
the expulsion of indigenous population from regions earmarked for 
German settlement had no precedents in the plans of the older Ger- 
man nationalists. The leaders in World War I were made overbold 
by their greatly exaggerated belief in German might, and in their 
thirst for power and riches they began to disregard Christian and 
humane sentiments. But they were unprepared to part with all re- 
straining moral values of the past. Hitler for that reason scorned the 
nationalism of the old ruling classes. His was a Social Darwinism 
stripped of all cultural connotations and moral inhibitions. Bar- 
barism was to him the desired, since most effective, method of achiev- 
ing German domination. 

Yet although a distinction must be drawn between the German 
leaders of World War I and World War II, it is clear that the old-type 
German nationalists were not people who would uncompromisingly 
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stand up against National Socialism. On the contrary, they were 
easily susceptible to persuasion, the more so since in the period 
of his rise to power Hitler gave them the impression that his policies 
would broadly conform to the old ideals. We have Hitler’s testimony 
that in the first years after the end of World War I Germans were 
willing to look back on German war policies with critical eyes. In 
Mein Kampfhe reports that when he began his public speaking and 
directed his thunder against the shameful Treaty of Versailles people 
in the audience would interject ‘and Brest-Litovsk ?’ But German 
nationalists of all persuasions soon made the German people forget 
the calamitous history of World War I. They even succeeded in con- 
vincing many Germans that Germany would have won the war or 
at least come out of it unharmed if she had not been ‘stabbed in the 
back’ by the leftist revolutionaries at home and had not trusted 
Wilson’s promises of a just peace. 

The suppression of critical appraisals of German history during 
World War I greatly assisted the spread of the nationalist legends 
and lies on which National Socialism fed. Hegel was wrong when he 
said that if a historical tragedy was repeated at all it would go on 
stage as a comedy. World War II was an even greater tragedy than 
World War I, and the two wars were closely related. It is one of the 
great merits of Professor Fischer’s book to have brought this connec- 
tion clearly to light. I believe that his main thesis will eventually be 
generally accepted also in Germany, though over some subordinate 
questions the historians on both sides of the Atlantic may conduct 
learned debates. For a long time to come Professor Fischer’s massive 
presentation will not only be the chief source on German foreign 
policy in World War I but also an invaluable introduction to the 
history of our own age. 

Hajo Holborn 

Yale University 
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Although the period since 1945 has been dominated by the prob- 
lems left by the Second World War, more and more people, both 
among historians and the general public, have come to see the First 
World War as the crucial event in the first half of the twentieth 
century. The searing experience of the trenches, the mood of the 
belligerents -so different from that of the Second World War -and 
above all the political consequences -the Russian Revolution, 
America’s emergence as a world power, the break-up of the Haps- 
burg Monarchy, the establishment of the Weimar Republic -all 
contributed to the circumstances in which the Second World War 
had its origins. 

In the years between the wars, research into the origins of the 
First World War was dominated by the desire to establish where the 
responsibility for its ouibreak lay. The insertion by the Allies in the 
Treaty of Versailles of the notorious Article 231, by which Germany 
was made to accept responsibility for the ‘war imposed ... by the 
aggression of Germany and her allies’, caused the German govern- 
ment to publish a large collection of documents from the archives 
of the Foreign Ministry in order to rebut the charge. Other govern- 
ments followed their example, and historians of all nationalities con- 
tributed to the discussion of ‘war guilt’, putting forward rival inter- 
pretations, some accusing the Germans, some the Austrians, some 
blaming France’s desire to avenge the defeat of 1870 or Russia’s 
desire to expand in the Balkans, while others pointed to the harm 
done by Britain’s hesitation to commit herself, and others again 
simply saw the war as a result of ‘international anarchy’ or of an un- 
restricted arms race. 

However, most of these studies stop short with the actual outbreak 
of war in August, 1914, and it is typical of the preoccupation with 
war guilt that the great collections of published documents on 
foreign policy -the German Grosse Politik der Europaischen Cabinette, 
the Documents diplomatiques fran$ais and the Documents on British 
Foreign Policy -all stop in 1914; and where the series have been con- 
tinued for the inter-war years, they have started again in 1919, 
so that we have been without much first-hand archival material 
for the war years themselves. Consequently, the diplomacy of the 
war and the ends of wartime policy, as opposed to the military 
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history of the war, have been somewhat neglected. The German 
defeat of 1945, however, and the capture by the Allies of much of 
the German government archives, led to these becoming available 
for study, although they are scattered between various centres in 
west and east Germany, while some still remain in the United 
States. Professor Fischer’s book is a pioneering attempt to utilise this 
material for the period of the First World War, and he has under- 
taken a major piece of research both in the west and east German 
archives in order to produce Germany's Aims in the First World 
War. 

It is an important book for several reasons. First of all, it links the 
development of German war aims during the war with the general 
climate of opinion among Germany’s rulers in the years before the 
war, and shows how the hopes of annexing territory on both Ger- 
many’s western and eastern frontiers were the logical result of ideas 
which had been widely discussed for some years before 1914, ideas 
which the initial victories of August and September, 1914, seemed 
to be about to enable the German government to put into practice. 
Secondly, the book shows the tenacity with which the German 
leaders clung to these initial aims, so that in spite of a growing demand 
by some sections of German opinion for a ‘peace without annexa- 
tions’, it was impossible for Germany to envisage a peace based on a 
return to the status quo of 1914. This in turn leads to a re-assessment 
of the character of Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, the Imperial 
Chancellor until the summer of 1917. Professor Fischer’s demonstra- 
tion that Bethmann was, as early as September, 1914, committed to 
a programme of widespread annexation has come as a shock to 
many people, for whom the Chancellor seemed to be a moderate 
and liberal figure attempting to stand out against the extreme de- 
mands of the militarists and ultra-nationalists. There is, no doubt, 
still room for argument about Fischer’s interpretation, but the very 
fact of challenging a hitherto accepted view has already led to the 
production of much new evidence about the personality and actions 
of Bethmann Hollweg. This is only one example of the way in which 
the book has opened up a new and fruitful discussion. 

In general, indeed, the great merit of Professor Fischer’s work has 
been to re-open questions which many had regarded as closed, by the 
discovery of a vast quantity of new evidence and by using it to sug- 
gest an interpretation of German policies which raises once more- 
though this was doubtless not the author’s original intention -the 
whole question of German responsibility for the war. As a result, the 
book has been in Germany the centre of one of the most violent aca- 
demic controversies of recent years. In Britain, perhaps, the evidence 
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which Fischer produces of the extent and intransigence of Ger- 
many’s annexationist aims in east and west will seem less surprising 
and shocking than it did to many Germans; but there is enough in 
this book to suggest that the time has come for a re-assessment of the 
nature of the war aims of all the belligerent countries and not of 
Germany alone. 

Some of Professor Fischer’s German critics have accused him of 
producing an indictment of Germany, without indicting the other 
belligerent governments, who were, it is alleged, as much affected by 
the spirit of the age of imperialism as the Germans, and whose aims in 
the First World War were as aggressive and insatiable as those of 
Germany. This is an unfair charge against Fischer, who has already, 
by the volume and depth of his work in the German archives, done 
all the research that a single historian could humanly be expected 
to do; and he has placed us all in his debt. But the charge does sug- 
gest one way in which his book may be as influential, even if not as 
controversial, in Britain as it has been in Germany. The British 
government has recently opened all the British archives down to the 
fall of the coalition government in October, 1922, so the way is now 
open for a detailed account of the development of the war aims of at 
least one of the major belligerent powers besides Germany. It is to 
be hoped that British historians will be fired by Professor Fischer’s 
scholarly example to undertake in comparable detail a study of 
Britain’s aims in the First World War. 

That the subject of war aims in the First World War is still a sensi- 
tive one is shown by the controversy and even personal hostility 
aroused in Germany by this book. One can understand why those 
Germans who are prepared to accept Hitler’s responsibility for the 
Second World War and even, to some extent, the Germans’ respon- 
sibility for Hitler, find it hard to reopen the whole question of war 
guilt in the First World War and resent any suggestion that the aims 
of the Kaiser’s government differed little from those of Hitler a 
quarter of a century later. It may be that such a suggestion is implicit 
in Fischer’s work, even though it is not his main theme. Would a 
study of British war aims raise equally embarrassing questions? 
Perhaps not, if only because we already know what was actually 
done by the Allies in the peace settlement of 1919 and therefore 
presumably know the worst. Yet, in some recent historical work> 
based on private papers -on the origins of British intervention in 
Russia or on the political ideas of Lord Milner, for example -many 
of the high moral attitudes of the wartime British government bok 
somewhat hollow. Even if Fischer’s work reinforces the belief that 
the German leaders bear the greatest weight of responsibility for the 
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outbreak and prolongation of the First World War, it therefore im- 
poses all the more strongly on British historians the duty of looking 
again at the record of the British government. 

Germany's Aims in the First World War suggests a new way of study- 
ing the period 1914-18, and its reception in Germany suggests that 
we all have still much to learn about looking at the history of the 
first quarter of the twentieth century through fresh eyes and with- 
out the prejudices of a generation ago. It also suggests that statesmen 
often base their decisions less on long-term plans than on the in- 
stinctive promptings of ideas and beliefs already current in the 
society which formed them, that they have a stock of reactions on 
which they fall back and to which they cling stubbornly when faced 
with political or strategical emergencies. Professor Fischer has studied 
in detail how German policy in the First World War was formed 
and how, once formulated, it destroyed the freedom of action of 
those such as Bethmann Hollweg, who had originally decided on 
it. The attention and controversy which Fischer’s book has aroused 
is based on more than a discussion of his specific evidence and con- 
clusions, for it raises questions about the nature of international 
politics and of the causes of war as well as about the way in which 
political and strategic aims are decided. Thus this work of detailed 
and specialised scholarship acquires a more general interest and rele- 
vance. 

London School of Economics James Joll 

and Political Science 
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I n the 1 920s the theme of this book was the subject of acute political 
controversy in Germany. Today, in the perspective created by the 
Second World War and in the completely different political condi- 
tions prevailing in Europe, it has become history and can be made 
the object of dispassionate consideration. This book is therefore 
neither an indictment nor a defence. It is not for the historian to 
accuse or defend. His duty is to establish facts and to marshal them 
in the sequence of cause and effect. In so far as this leads him to 
recognise ideas, ambitions and decisions of individuals as factors in 
the formation of political causation, he must seek to explain and 
‘understand’ them, without reprobation or excuse. He must avoid 
over-simplifying and thus distorting his picture by placing on a 
single ‘scapegoat’ the blame for some development which later 
turned out to be disastrous. It would, for example, be too simple to 
represent the German Emperor as solely responsible for German 
policy before the First World War, or Ludendorff during it, just as 
Hitler is now commonly charged with the sole responsibility for ‘the 
doom of Germany’ in the 1930s and 1940s. The truth is that ideolo- 
gical motives, religious or traditional, institutions and social struc- 
tures, old and new and (not least) material factors, produce a com- 
plex of forces among which the role of the individual can be import- 
ant, but only as one of a multitude of other factors which condition 
it and without which it could not act at all. This is no less true of the 
moderating elements, than of the active. For example: Bethmann 
Hollweg’s freedom of action was so limited by the structure of the 
Reich, especially by the position occupied by the armed forces and 
by the great power enjoyed by the crown, that in spite of his position 
as Chancellor, he was not able to put through the policy which he 
held to be necessary, either at home or abroad. Yet the traditional 
picture of ‘the philosopher in the Chancellor’s chair’ is quite mis- 
taken, since it denies to Bethmann’s policy its own power-political 
aims. 

The material on the theme of this book is so enormous that the 
introductory chapter cannot attempt to do more than sketch in brief 
outline how a consciousness of strength, an urge for expansion and a 
need for security combined to mould the policy of Wilhelm II’s 
Germany; an exhaustive description of Germany’s policy before the 
war would require a book in itself. In the other direction this book 
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contains pointers to fields wider than its own, for it indicates certain 
mental attitudes and aspirations which were active in German policy 
during the First World War and remained operative later. Seen 
from this angle, it may serve as a contribution towards the problem 
of the continuity of German policy from the First World War to the 
Second. 

Some may regret the absence of continued reference to the war 
aims of Germany’s enemies. But, firstly, the British, French and 
Russian archives have not yet been opened to the public for the 
period after 1914; secondly, the war aims of each of these states 
would require a separate book. Investigation of certain special 
aspects, such as ‘annexationism’ (all great powers had ‘annexationist’ 
policies in the age of imperialism) would not contribute much to an 
understanding of the motives and aims of that German imperialism 
whose late start and thrustfulness and insistent moral claims to a 
‘place in the sun’ made it specially vexatious in the eyes of other 
powers and so shook Europe, and the world, to their foundations. 
But the meaning and purpose of this book is to show that the age of 
imperialism did not end, as most historians make out, in 1914, but 
reached its first climax in Germany’s colossal effort to weld contin- 
ental ‘Mitteleuropa’ into a force which would place Germany on 
equal terms with the established and the potential world powers : the 
British Empire, Russia and the United States. 

This book grew, in the first instance, out of seminars held in 
1 955-6 on the history of the First World War. Adequate examina- 
tion of the source-material became possible only when the German 
archives, confiscated by the Allies at the end of the last war, were 
made available to researchers, first in microfilm and then in the 
original after their return to Germany. From 1957 to i960 I carried 
out extensive studies in the archives in Bonn (the political archives 
of the Auswartiges Amt), Coblenz [Bundesarchiv) , Potsdam (German 
central archives, including the material of the former Reichsarchiv , 
especially of the Imperial Chancellery, the Imperial ‘offices’ and the 
Commercial Department of the Auswartiges Amt , Merseburg (German 
central archives, including the material of the former Prussian 
secret state archives), and Vienna (Austrian state archives and 
Haus -, Hof- und Staatsarchiu). Other information and assistance has 
come from the state archives in Munich and Stuttgart, and the 
Public Record Office in London. I have therefore been able to base 
most of this work on archival material (I hope soon to be able to 
supplement the narrative with a volume of documents). I wish to 
express my thanks to the directors and staffs of these bodies for their 
generous collaboration and friendly assistance. I am particularly 
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indebted to the Joachim-Jungius Society of Hamburg and, especi- 
ally, to the Deutsche F or s chungs gemeinschaft for material assistance 
afforded me from 1957, which has made these studies possible and, 
most of all, secured for me the help of Fraulein Dr. Lilli Lewerenz. 

Dr. Lewerenz and Dr. Imanuel Geiss, who have dealt with par- 
ticular aspects of German war aims policy in the First World War in 
their dissertations, have helped me to examine the archives and 
assess the extensive material in them. I owe especial thanks to my 
Assistent, Herr Helmut Bohme, for his untiring and selfless support, 
both in preparing economic-historical preliminary studies and in my 
seminar, and to Herr Joachim Pragal for help in checking notes and 
reading proofs. 

Hamburg, October 1, 1961 Fritz Fischer 



FOREWORD TO THE SECOND (GERMAN) 
EDITION 

This second edition of my book was quickly called for, and contains 
no changes apart from the correction of certain slips. I am obliged 
to the readers who have been kind enough to point these out. The 
fruits of further research must wait till they can be included in the 
form of a supplement. 

Some critics have complained that this book treats German policy 
before the war, at its outbreak and during its course too much in 
isolation: that it does not set it sufficiently in the general context of 
the age of imperialism, and so fails to bring out its true relationship 
to the trends and objectives followed by the other European and 
world powers. I must recall and emphasise what I wrote on this 
point in the foreword to the first edition. I must also point out that 
my whole purpose has been to establish the bases for an understand- 
ing of German policy in the war, for which it was necessary to con- 
centrate on the special conditions of Germany’s political, social and 
economic life. Essentially, German war aims were not merely an 
answer to the enemy’s war aims, as made known in the course of the 
war, nor the product of the war situation created by the ‘beleaguered 
fortress’ and the blockade; they are explicable only in the light of 
factors operating since 1890 or even earlier -naval policy, the ‘policy 
of bases’, colonial, eastern, Balkan and European economic policies, 
and the general political situation which -primarily as an effect of 
Germany’s own policy -produced after 1904 and 1907 the attempt 
to overthrow Germany by ‘encircling’ her. 
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It may further be recalled that the Entente’s war aims (the roots 
of which themselves go back to the pre-war situations of the respect- 
ive powers and to their permanent policy objectives) were made 
known in broad outline before the end of the war in the answer of 
the Entente powers to Wilson’s offer of mediation, and through the 
Soviets’ action in publishing the Allied secret treaties after Lenin’s 
seizure of power. Furthermore these aims, reduced in some direc- 
tions, extended in others, were transmuted into historic reality in the 
peace treaties which concluded the war. It will be for scholars of the 
future, when the archives of these powers are opened, to trace the 
origin and development of their war aims. Viewed in this light, the 
present book is simply a contribution towards a general appreciation 
of the war aims policies of all the belligerents. 

Hamburg, May i, 1962 F. F. 

FOREWORD TO THE THIRD (GERMAN) 
EDITION 

For this edition Chapters 1 and 2 have been re-written and sub- 
stantially enlarged on the basis of new material which has become 
available since this book was first written. The remainder of the 
book has been revised and enlarged in places. 

Hamburg, June 28, 1964 F. F. 



FOREWORD TO THIS EDITION 

The text here presented has been reduced, by the author himself, 
by about one third, in order to make it easier for an English-speaking 
audience. The structure and substance of the original have not been 
altered. The book is based almost exclusively on documentary 
material from various archives. To save space about eight hundred 
source references have been omitted, as has the catalogue, twenty- 
two pages long, of the archival files used; the archives themselves 
are, however, listed. Readers in need of the detailed references can 
obtain them from the German edition. 

F. F. 
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GERMAN IMPERIALISM 

FROM GREAT POWER POLICY TO WORLD POWER 

POLICY 



The German Empire created by Bismarck in 1871 was a partner- 
ship between the Prussian military and authoritarian state and the 
leading circles of the new industrial and commercial liberal bour- 
geoisie. It is true that, as a new nation state, it was one of a whole 
series of such entities which came into existence between 1 789 and 
our own day; yet it occupied a position of special importance in the 
history of nations. The Germans were the only people who did not 
create their state from below by invoking the forces of democracy 
against the old ruling groups, but ‘accepted it gratefully’ at the 
hands of those groups in a defensive struggle against democracy. The 
Prussian state, the power and prestige of the Prussian crown, the con- 
stitution which made the Prussian king German Emperor and the 
Prussian Prime Minister Chancellor of the Reich, the composition of 
the Prussian Diet (a Lower House elected on a restricted franchise 
and an overwhelmingly feudal Upper House), the bureaucracy, the 
schools, the universities, the established Protestant churches and not 
least the armed forces, directly subordinated as they were to the 
kings of Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, etc. -all these were factors which 
guaranteed the predominance of the conservative elements against 
the pressure of the rising forces of democratic liberalism and later of 
democratic socialism. 



Prussia and the Reich 

The ‘Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation’ which succumb- 
ed to Napoleon in 1806 consisted of more than three hundred 
principalities and Free Cities. In the German Confederation ( Deuts - 
cher Bund) created to succeed it by the Congress of Vienna, and pre- 
sided over by the new Austrian Empire, this number was reduced to 
about thirty, amalgamating the smaller units into ‘secondary states’. 
This federation never satisfied the German people, who tried in the 
revolution of 1848 to create ‘unity and liberty’ from below under the 
inspiration of west European ideas and on the model of the American 
federal constitution. But the liberal bourgeoisie was defeated by its 
own weaknesses and by its own dread of red revolution, which drove 
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it into alliance with the princes. Another reason for the failure to 
achieve national unification lay in the rivalry between the two lead- 
ing states in the federation, the Austrian Empire which sought to de- 
fend its position by the ‘ Grossdeutsch solution’, and the rising economic 
and military power of the kingdom of Prussia, with its ‘ Kleindeutsch 
solution’. The struggle for hegemony in Germany between the 
Catholic Hapsburgs and the Protestant Hohenzollers was won by 
Prussia, under Bismarck’s guidance, in the war of 1866 against a 
majority of the German states. Prussia then broke up the federation, 
excluded Austria from the future Germany, and extended its own 
power position by annexing the duchy of Schleswig-Holstein (de- 
tached from Denmark in an enterprise conducted jointly with Aus- 
tria as recently as 1864), the kingdom of Hanover, the electoral 
principality of Hesse-*Cassel, the duchy of Hesse-Nassau and the Free 
City of Frankfurt-am-Main, and by founding the North German 
Federation ( Norddeutscher Bund ) in 1867. This unification was thus 
created from above, but it was accepted by the majority of the liberal 
bourgeoisie, even though it meant the renunciation of democracy 
and parliamentary life in the Western sense. 

Our description of Germany’s war aims policy between 1914 and 
1918 will show that the efforts to create a ‘Mitteleuropa’ (like the 
Dual Alliance between the new German Empire and Austria- 
Hungary, which was formed in 1879 and lasted until 1918) were in a 
certain sense attempts to undo the decision of 1866 (subject, in- 
deed, to Prussia’s retaining hegemony over Austria). After breaking 
France’s resistance to the incorporation of south Germany and an- 
nexing Alsace-Lorraine in 1870-1, Bismarck took advantage of the 
power position achieved in 1866 to incorporate south Germany in 
the new Reich, with the king of Prussia as German Emperor. 
This empire was a federation, composed of twenty-four member 
states: four kingdoms (Prussia- with five-eighths of the total area, 
Bavaria, Wiirttemburg and Saxony) , five grand duchies, six 
duchies, six principalities and three Free Cities (Hamburg, 
Bremen and Liibeck) . 

The federal element, which Bismarck utilised in order to attract 
the south German states of Bavaria, Wiirttemburg, Baden and Hesse 
to Prussia and north Germany, undoubtedly helped the survival and 
development of the variety of German cultural life, as evidenced for 
example by the operas, theatres, concert halls, academies and mu- 
seums of Munich, Stuttgart, Dresden, Weimar and Hamburg; but 
politically federalism counted for little in the decisions which were 
taken by the German Empire under Prussian leadership with Berlin, 
itself a cultural centre of the first rank, as capital both of Prussia and 
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of the Reich. The representation of the federal states in the Federal 
Council (Bundesrat)-in which Prussia was the most strongly repre- 
sented state -had little effect on the policies of the Imperial Chan- 
cellor. 

Under the imperial constitution the Emperor appointed and dis- 
missed the Chancellor at his discretion. The Chancellor, who was 
the only imperial official, was politically ‘responsible’ to the Reich- 
stag, before which he had to defend imperial policy; it had, however, 
no influence over his appointment, and he could not be a member of 
it. The Reichstag, as the national representative body, had the power 
to accept or reject the budget, and a voice in imperial legislation. 
The Chancellor had therefore to collect enough support among the 
parties to give him a majority; if he failed to do so, he had to dissolve 
the Reichstag and seek his majority at the polls. Foreign and military 
policy and decisions over war and peace were expressly reserved as 
prerogatives of the crown, which exercised them through the Chan- 
cellor. There was no imperial ministry responsible to the Reichstag, 
which could neither appoint a ministry, nor force it to resign by out- 
voting it, nor was there any collective Cabinet responsibility; the 
heads of the imperial ministries or ‘offices’ ( Amter ), who were known 
as Secretaries of State, were subordinate to the Chancellor, and were 
appointed and dismissed by the Emperor on his advice. 

Another factor which strengthened the position of the crown and 
was calculated to restrict the Chancellor’s power to determine policy 
was that the Prussian army (in time of war, also the armies of the 
other federal states) and the imperial navy were under the direct 
authority of the monarch. He exercised this authority through his 
military and naval cabinets (for questions of personnel) and through 
the general and naval staffs; the Chancellor had no voice in these 
questions, nor was there any co-ordinating machinery (the person 
of the monarch excepted) whereby the political aspects of military 
decisions could be given their proper weight. The Prussian Minister 
of War (who also represented the armies of the other federal states 
vis-a-vis the Reichstag) and the Secretary of State of the imperial 
Naval Office were concerned only with the recruiting and equipment 
of the armed forces, and with sponsoring the vote for them in the 
Reichstag; that body’s influence over the army and the navy was 
limited to the indirect control which it enjoyed through its right to 
be consulted over the budget, but this right was restricted by the fact 
the vote was not annual, but was given for seven years at a time from 
1874 to 1893 and for five years after 1893. 

Another factor limiting the Chancellor’s freedom of action was 
that (as a rule) he doubled his office with that of Prussian Prime 
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Minister. In the latter capacity, however, he was only primus inter 
pares among the Prussian Ministers of State, who, like himself, were 
appointed and dismissed by the king, independently of parliament. 
This gave the Prussian state ministry considerable influence over the 
formation of Reich policy ; the more so, since the restricted franchise 
ensured the preponderance of the conservative element in both 
Chambers of the Prussian Diet, while in the Reich the franchise was 
general, direct, secret and equal. The effects of the industrial revo- 
lution thus showed themselves in the growth of social democracy and 
of democratic and liberal groups, and this in turn widened the breach 
between political sentiment in the Reich and in its biggest individual 
state, Prussia. 

Bismarck had expressly set himself to keep west European parlia- 
mentarism from establishing itself in the Reich or in its component 
states, and he was very successful in doing so. From 1867 to 1878 he 
conducted his internal and economic policy in partnership with the 
moderate, or ‘National’, Liberals, known as ‘the Party of the Foun- 
ders of the Empire’. A radical change took place in 1878-9. Firstly, 
Bismarck abandoned free trade in favour of a ‘national’ policy of 
protective tariffs on the American-Russo-French model for heavy 
industry and large-scale agriculture. Secondly, he began to relax the 
Kulturkampf which he had conducted since 1871 against the Catholic 
church and the Catholic party or Zentrum, and to draw that party 
over to support of the Prusso-German state by an accommodation 
with Pope Leo XIII and a new economic policy. Thirdly, in 1878 
he opened his campaign against the Social Democrats (described by 
him as ‘the party of subversion’) by emergency legislation directed 
against them, a course which he maintained until his fall in March, 
1890. Under the policy of protection the old ideological parties - 
Conservatives, Liberals, Catholics -changed increasingly into bodies 
representing economic interests; the old landed aristocracy allied 
itself with the new industrial ‘aristocracy’ against the opposition 
camp of Liberals and Social Democrats. 

After the liquidation of the Kulturkampf the three parties of the 
right (German Conservatives, Free Conservatives and National 
Liberals) and the Zentrum, while not formally combining in a cartel, 
jointly represented the dominant forces, economic, political and 
social, in the new Germany, although it was not the Reichstag which 
made them dominant. The pull of this concentration of power, com- 
bined with an economic prosperity which had been steadily in- 
creasing since 1890 and the international nimbus and the growing 
power of the Empire, was so powerful inside Germany that by the 
close of the epoch even the two parties which had originally consti- 
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tuted the opposition, the left-wing Liberals and the Social Demo- 
crats, had come to accept the existing order, as August 4, 1914, and 
and even November 9, 1918, were to prove beyond cavil. 

From Bismarck to Wilhelm II 

The foundation of the German Empire greatly enhanced the 
national consciousness of the Germans. This new German self-con- 
sciousness was, in contrast to that of 1848, conservative and dynastic. 
After 1878 the liberal element in the German national movement 
was overshadowed by the dynastic and military elements. The popu- 
lar consciousness regarded the foundation of the Empire itself, almost 
exclusively, as the fruit of three ‘victorious wars’. The national festi- 
vals, the anniversary of Sedan symbolising victory over France, and 
the Emperor’s birthday (he was born on January 27, 1859) were 
living expressions of this unreserved acceptance of the Empire. 

One other factor, beside the military, coloured the nature of the 
new German national consciousness. In the ’70s the campaign 
against liberalism and socialism led to the mobilisation of the petite 
bourgeoisie under the slogan (an old one, but re-furbished) of ‘throne 
and altar’. This was the class which had been hardest hit by the new 
industrial developments, and was now hoping for help, especially 
help from the state, in its struggle to compete with the new big busi- 
ness. This mass feeling linked up with an anti-Semitism which was at 
first religious, then racial, and the fusion brought into being an en- 
tirely new kind of nationalism, which from 1890 onwards gave a 
wishful and emotional content to volkisch and racial conceptions 
which did not stop at the frontiers of the Prusso-German dynastic 
state. In 1881 the Union of German Students came into being as a 
part of this anti-Semitic movement, of which it soon became the most 
important mouthpiece. Founded with the purpose of providing the 
students’ associations with an overall organisation and firing aca- 
demic youth with the new German nationalism, and exerting con- 
siderable influence on the older rival student associations, corps and 
fraternities, it soon became a big factor in inclining the students’ 
mentality towards the new dynastic-military, conservative and vol- 
kisch nationalism. The de-liberalisation of the Prussian bureaucracy 
and the nationalist spirit of the German Lutheran church are trace- 
able to the same source. 

The men of this generation which grew up in the late Bismarckian 
era were also convinced devotees of the ‘world policy’ devoted to 
securing for Germany a ‘place in the sun’, which the young Emperor 
had been quick to announce as his programme. It was the accession 
of Wilhelm II in July, 1888, that really unleashed the conservative- 
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dynastic forces at home ; those calling for pushful expansion abroad 
got their heads after the dismissal of Bismarck in March, 1890. This 
is not the place for yet another appreciation of the Emperor’s charac- 
ter, but he was beyond question in many ways a typical product of 
his age. While entirely imbued with the concept that Monarchy 
came of Divine Grace, he was a ‘modern 5 king who sought contact 
with savants, merchants and technicians and, like the British Prince 
of Wales (afterwards King Edward VII), ‘covered 5 the world as ‘the 
first commercial traveller 5 of his people. Wilhelm II 5 s insistence that 
Germany must not yield place to England coloured both his own 
political creed and the ideas of the great majority of his ministers 
and Secretaries of State. 

In the centre of his political plans stood the construction of a great 
fleet. This, it seemed, was the only way of catching up with Britain 
as a world power and getting recognised by the other world powers 
as an equal. The fleet, combined with economic power, was to fur- 
nish the basis to support Germany’s claim for a revision of the colo- 
nial status quo ; for her late entry into the colonial race having left her 
with what was, in her view, less than her fair share of its prizes, she 
proposed to use these means to obtain a position consonant with her 
claims and appropriate to her economic, military and cultural po- 
tential. From the 1870s on a redistribution of territory was going on 
in Africa and Asia which led to an extension of the colonial empires, 
and in this redistribution Germany participated ever more actively 
as the transformation of her own structure proceeded. When the 
Sino-Japanese War of 1895, the Spanish-American of 1898 and the 
Boer War of 1899-1902 seemed to prove beyond all question the im- 
portance of sea-power as a sine qua non of world power, the goal of the 
creation of a strong navy as the expression of Germany’s claims was 
adopted by industry and popularised by new forms of mass propa- 
ganda until it became axiomatic for the whole German people. 

In the course of discussions on the navy estimates leading repre- 
sentatives of Germany’s intellectual life -its university professors - 
shaped the conscious new German nationalism. The most prominent 
representatives of German academic thought, Gustav Schmoller, 
Hans Delbriick, Max Sering, Dietrich Schafer, Max Lenz, Otto 
Hintze, Erich Marcks, Alfred Hettner, Friedrich Ratzel-to name 
only a few -announced in unison that the age of apparently peace- 
ful competition between states was gone for ever; equally dead was 
the limitation of the great powers to the European state system. Yet 
they were only the mouthpieces of the decisive forces in the German 
Reich who saw in ‘neo-mercantilism 5 and ‘imperialism 5 the govern- 
ing forces of the new age. 
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As early as 1890, when Caprivi, Bismarck’s successor in the chan- 
cellorship from 1890 to 1894, was working for the establishment of 
a central European economic system linking the German Reich 
closely with its neighbours, Schmoller had written an article in sup- 
port of this policy, in which these new ideas found expression. He 
drew a picture of the new system of world states and the role of Ger- 
many in it, in words which anticipated one of the main aims of 
German policy in 1914: 

He who is perceptive enough to realise that the course of world history in 
the twentieth century will be determined by the competition between the 
Russian, English, American, and perhaps the Chinese world empires, and 
by their aspirations to reduce all the other, smaller, states to dependence on 
them, will also see in a central European customs federation the nucleus of 
something which may save from destruction not only the political independ- 
ence of those states, but Europe’s higher, ancient culture itself. 1 

What Schmoller, at whose feet a whole generation of future econo- 
mists, administrators and diplomats had sat, taught primarily in 
respect of economics was repeated by no less prominent historians 
in respect of Germany’s power position and cultural heritage. They 
saw the expansion of national states into world states as determined, 
not only by economic interests, but most of all by the ‘will to power’. 
They saw Germany fulfilling her ‘world mission’ by virtue of that 
‘fitting share of the world power which human nature and higher 
Providence assign to the civilised peoples’ which her army and navy 
would ensure for her. Against the ‘cultural monopoly of the Anglo- 
Saxons’ (Britain and America) and the ‘Russo-Muscovite world’ the 
German professors called for a policy which should make Germany’s 
special cultural and political heritage safe and thereby guarantee 
at once the multiplicity and individuality of all peoples and the 
balance of power in a new world system of states. 2 

A second, basic element operated at an early stage alongside these 
innermost ‘motive forces’ of German world expansion. Only ten 
years after the launching of Germany’s claim to world power status, 
Paul Rohrbach, in his widely-read book Deutschland unter den Weltvol- 
kern raised the question whether the new German world power’s 
European basis was broad enough and secure enough to achieve and 
hold an overseas empire (the objective taking shape was a German 

1 G. Schmoller, Ges. Aufsatze , p. 20 ff. 

2 Hans Delbrtick, Preuss. Jahrbticher, Vol. 149, August 1912, cit. Annelise Thimme, 
Hans Delbrtick als Kritiker der Wilhelminischen Epoche (Diisseldorf, 1935), pp. 1 1 1 ff. ; 
Otto Hintze, Der Sinn des Krieges in Deutschland und der Weltkrieg (Leipzig and 
Berlin, 1915), p. 685; cf. id., Deutschland und das Weltmachtsystem (Leipzig and 
Berlin), pp. 3 ff. 
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Central Africa). European objectives were added to the colonial. 
Rudolf Kjellen, whose geo-political-biological picture of Die Gross- 
mdchte der Erden was to exercise so powerful an influence on German 
thought, called for a federation of Europe under German leadership 
as a basis for Germany’s colonial empire, and this idea was fully en- 
dorsed by wide circles in the political and academic worlds before 
1914. 

But the emergence of such ideas from the world of theory into the 
world of practice also antedates the war. Attempts to counteract the 
high American protective tariffs led to the formation of economic 
associations which attempted to lay the foundations of an economic 
unification of Central Europe. 1 The conferences of the Central Euro- 
pean Economic Union ( Mitteleuropaischer Wirtschaftsverein ) were at 
first limited to Germany and Austria-Hungary. It was, however, 
intended from the first to bring in similar associations and schools in 
France, Holland, Belgium, Switzerland and (Hungary indeed ob- 
jecting) Rumania, and up to a point this was done. Special import- 
ance was given to this movement in Germany by the participation 
of all important groups of German industry, both heavy industry and 
finishing industries, and of the leading banking, shipping and agri- 
cultural interests. The object as defined by Max Schinkel, director 
of Germany’s second biggest bank, the Disconto-Gesellschaft, was to 
secure for Germany that ‘broader basis in Europe’ which was recog- 
nised to be ‘necessary for laying the economic foundations of Ger- 
man world policy’. 

The German-Austrian Economic Association ( Deutsch-Oesterrei - 
chischer Wirtschaftsverband ) founded shortly before the war marked in 
one respect a retreat from the European objectives of the Central 
European Economic Union, but in another it marked an advance, 
urging as it did, much more intensively, the ‘concentration’ of the 
German and Austro-Hungarian markets. Influential German per- 
sonalities were represented in this body. 2 

In 1912 Walther Rathenau, 3 the leading personality in the Allge- 
meine Elektrizitatsgesellschaft (A.E.G.), told Bethmann Hollweg 
that German policy should be directed towards the creation of a 
central European customs union, and secured the Chancellor’s 

1 Cf. Henry Cord Meyer, Mitteleuropa in German Thought and Action 1815-1945 
(The Hague, 1955), extensive bibliography. Meyer, who was not able to utilise the 
German archives for the war period, seriously underestimates the importance of 
these movements. 

2 Paasche (Vice-President of the Reichstag), Stresemann, Friedrichs (President 
of the Bund der Indus triellen) , Lehmann (President of the Verband der sachsischen 
Industrie in the Bund der Industriellen) , Stein thal (Director of the Deutsche Bank). 

8 See below pp. 10-11, 16, 28-9, 10 1 ; cf. also ‘Mitteleuropa’, pp. 249 ff. 
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agreement. In 1913 Rathenau again set out these ideas in a memo- 
randum to the Chancellor. On August 1, 1914, the day Germany 
declared war on Russia, he again formulated his ideas in a memo- 
randum which was destined to have a decisive effect on the policy of 
the German government during the World War. What made this 
possible had been, not least, the radical transformation which had 
taken place in the social, economic and political structure of Ger- 
many in the previous generation. The fundamental changes in eco- 
nomic conditions, the wide-spread prosperity, the rapid growth of 
the population, the swift expansion in all branches of economic life, 
combined to create a general conviction, which was reinforced by 
nation-wide propaganda, that Germany’s frontiers had become too 
narrow for her, but that the ring of powers round her would never 
consent to their extension. The diplomatic campaign to ‘split the 
Entente’ by peaceful means cannot be understood without a glance 
at these structural changes. 



Economic Expansion and World Power Aspirations 

Germany’s claim to world power was based on her consciousness 
of being a ‘young’, growing and rising nation. Her population had 
risen from about 41 millions in 1871 to about 68 millions in 1915, 
while that of France, with a larger area, had remained almost sta- 
tionary, reaching only 40 millions in 1915. Moreover, more than one- 
third of the population of Germany was under fifteen years of age, 
and this gave the national consciousness a dynamic element which 
further reinforced the demand for Lebensraum , markets and industrial 
expansion. Although emigration had been high (1*3 million persons 
emigrated between 1881 and 1890), the population figures for 1910 
were nevertheless far more favourable than, for example, those of 
France: an excess of births over deaths of 800,000 (8*9 per 1,000 
against 3*4 per 1,000 in France), while the expectation of life was in- 
creasing and infant mortality on the decline. With increasing indus- 
trialisation, internal migration was beginning to replace migration 
overseas and immigrants were beginning to come in from Austria, 
Italy, Russian Poland and other European countries. Germany was 
developing more and more into a highly industrialised exporting 
country, and the problem of finding markets and raw materials to 
support her population was growing increasingly urgent. Industriali- 
sation had concentrated the population in certain areas -the Ruhr, 
Saxony, Silesia, Berlin, the Rhine-Main area-and had within a 
few years totally transformed the face of the country : the numbers 
living in large towns had doubled and the occupational distribution 
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of the population had changed radically. 1 This industrialisation and 
concentration of the population in a few centres had been accom- 
panied by a shift from east to west, the results of which included a 
severe and growing shortage of agricultural labour in eastern Ger- 
many. 

Wage and price levels were generally stable; slumps occurred, but 
the long-term economic trend was upward, and in spite of a chronic 
shortage of capital the national income was rising, as evidenced by 
rising real incomes and increased savings and investment. 2 

The increased wealth of all classes of society, combined with the 
stability of the currency, generated a feeling of security and strength- 
ened the popular belief that continued growth would develop in 
an expansion which seemed almost predetermined by the laws of 
economics. Contemporaries pointed proudly to the national figures 
for imports and exports as proof of Germany’s industrial develop- 
ment: between 1887 and 1912 the former had risen by 243-8 per cent 
(from 3,100 to 10,000 million marks), the latter by 185-4 per cent 
(from 3,100 to 8,900 million). 

The balance of trade had thus become unfavourable, and the 
restoration of a favourable balance had consequently become one 
of the essential tasks of German economic policy. No other country 
could show an increase in imports over this period comparable to 
Germany’s 243 per cent. Britain’s figure was 108-7 P er cent, Ameri- 
ca’s 136-9 per cent, France’s only 95 per cent. On the other hand, 
the increase in American exports during the quarter century (208-6 
per cent) had exceeded Germany’s. The total increase in foreign 
trade had, however, been far the highest in Germany (13,400 million 
marks, or 214-7 per cent); America’s figure was 173-3 per cent, 
Britain’s 113-1 per cent, France’s 98- 1 per cent. 

There was, however, another factor of importance for Germany’s 
world trading policy. In 1913 she was still leading in exchanges with 
the European states, but the direction of her trade had undergone a 
disquieting change since 1880. In that year 80 per cent of her ex- 
ports had gone to Britain, France and south-east Europe, and 77 
per cent had come from European countries. In 1913 the share of 
Europe in her imports and exports had gone down by 30 per cent; 
overseas countries, the tropics and above all South America, were 
supplying an increasing proportion of her raw materials. 

The world-wide activities of Germany’s entrepreneurs were 

1 In 1870 50 per cent of the population was employed in agriculture; in 1913 
only 33 per cent, against over 50 per cent employed in commerce and industry. 

2 21,500 million in 1896; 40,000 million in 1912. See the calculations in Karl 
Helfferich, Deutschlands Volkswohlstand 1888-1913 (Berlin, 1913), pp. 92 ff. 
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strongly supported by an official policy aptly described as one of 
‘neo-mercantilism’. 1 It had become axiomatic that the state should 
support economic enterprise, both at home and abroad; in nationa- 
lising the postal, telegraphic and railway services the state had al- 
ready made itself into an important factor in Germany’s economic 
life, and its social legislation, its protective tariff policy and its sys- 
tem of export premiums had laid the foundations of Germany’s 
economic expansion, and therewith of the transformation of her eco- 
nomic structure. The foundation of a Reichsbank to act as a central 
clearing house for the German money market had made it possible 
for the state to collaborate with the private banks in supplying the 
country, short of capital as it was, with such ample resources that 
it was able to venture on big, politically important enterprises. 

This advance was based on the expansion of the interlinked com- 
plex of the great iron, steel and mining industries. The production 
of coal, iron and steel in the great centres of the Ruhr, Lorraine and 
Upper Silesia had increased since the 1870s with a rapidity unpar- 
alleled elsewhere in Europe. The 5,000 million marks of the French 
war indemnity (which had begun the process), large orders for arma- 
ments, and above all the big expansion of communications within 
and beyond Germany’s frontiers had enabled the Reich to increase 
its coal production by 800 per cent, while England’s had only 
doubled. At the same time German enterprise had entered the conti- 
nental market in a big way; the mining industry, protected by the 
1879 tariff, had now found secure outlets for its products in France, 
Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, Italy and Austria-Hungary. The 
growth of Germany’s coal production, which was exceeded only by 
that of America (which rose in the quarter century before 1912 by 
336-6 per cent against Germany’s 218-1 per cent and Britain’s 72-6 
per cent), was accompanied by an even more spectacular growth in 
her iron and steel production: the production of raw iron rose from 
4-0 million tons in 1887 to 15*5, an increase of 387 per cent. The 
figure for America was comparable (368-5 per cent), but Britain - 
and that was the decisive thing in German eyes-was able in that 
time to raise her production of iron ore only by 30-6 per cent (from 
7-6 to 10 million tons). The development of Germany’s steel pro- 
duction was unparalleled anywhere in the world. Tomas’s new pro- 
cesses and Siemens’ and Martin’s inventions enabled the production 
of steel to rise by 1,335 P er cen L from 0-9 million tons in 1886 to 13-6 
millions. The estimated value of the production of Germany’s mines 

1 Cf. Wilhelm Treue, Wirtschafts und Sozialgeschichte Deutschlands im ig. Jahr- 
hundert, in Bruno Gebhardt, Handbuch der deutschen Geschichte, 8th ed. (Stuttgart, 
i960), pp. 403 ff., heading ‘ Neumerkantilismus'. 
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coal, ores and salt) rose from 700 million marks in 1886 to 2,ooomil- 
lion in 1912. At the same time Germany was becoming increasingly 
dependent on imports for her raw materials; these rose from 5-7 
million marks in 1 872 to 161*3 millions in 1910. 

While the expansion of her heavy industry was the foundation on 
which the economic transformation of Germany rested, a number of 
entirely new industries also came into being: the chemical, electrical 
and optical industries and others. The new discoveries in aniline 
chemistry enabled the chemical industry, within a few decades, to 
outdistance all its European competitors; its exports in 1913 were of 
the value of some 125 million marks -an important item in Ger- 
many’s trading figures. With its 150,000 employees, concentrated in 
a few mammoth enterprises, whose leading firms -Bayer, Hoechst 
and Ludwigshafen-had formed a cartel in 1904 (followed in 1916 
by their fusion in I. G. Farben), the chemical industry was a typical 
example of the new, highly concentrated form of enterprise. The 
electrical industry was also concentrated in a few hands. Its connec- 
tions with the big banks were particularly close. Equipped with 
patented inventions, less localised of its nature than heavy industry, 
it was by 1910 exporting to the tune of over 125 million marks and 
had a payroll of over 107,000 persons, most of them in Berlin. The 
optical industry, with 60 million marks, was smaller, but hardly in- 
ferior in the value of its production. 

The textile industry, the only one to escape such high concentra- 
tion, had maintained a steady growth since 1870. Its chief centres 
were Saxony, northern Bavaria, Wiirttemberg and the lower Rhine- 
land. The tendency towards intensification and mechanisation, 
characteristic of all German industry, was here particularly marked. 
While the number of persons employed in it hardly altered, its pro- 
duction rose tenfold in the quarter century: from 37,500 tons in 1878 
to 370,000 in 1905. 

The advance of the heavy and electrical industries would, however, 
not have been possible without the simultaneous development of 
communications and the rationalisation of trade and business, of 
which the concentration of the banks is the most striking example. 
In 1870 the German capital market was entirely in the hands of the 
private merchant bankers. By 1913 a complete change had come 
about; the world of German credit was dominated by the four ‘D 
Banks’ -the Deutsche Bank, the Disconto-Gesellschaft, the Dresdner 
Bank and the Bank fur Flandel and Industrie, commonly called the 
Darmstadter Bank. On the eve of the World War these huge insti- 
tutions, each of which was represented on the boards of the main in- 
dustries, controlled 65 per cent of the capital resources of all 
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Germany’s credit institutions, thus typifying the advanced degree 
of concentration which the German economy had achieved. 1 

Amalgamations, foundation of subsidiary branches and so on, 
had enabled the joint-stock banks, in partnership with the old pri- 
vate banking houses of Rothschild, Bleichroder, Warburg, etc., to go 
into business abroad. The Deutsche Bank, for example, financed the 
construction of the Anatolian Railway and the St. Gotthard road, 
and floated a number of issues in both North and South America. 
The great banks succeeded in establishing themselves securely in the 
main bourses and the chief centres of world trade -London, Paris, 
Brussels, New York, Vienna, and Madrid. By founding foreign subsid- 
iaries, such as the Banca Generale Romana, the Brasilian Bank, the 
German East African Bank, the German-Asiatic Bank, etc., they 
secured the financing of the Otavi Mining and Railway company 
in South-West Africa, the Baghdad Railway in Asia Minor, the 
Shantung Railroad and Mining Company in China, the New 
Guinea Company, oil enterprises in Rumania and Iraq, the Tient- 
sin-Puckow Railway and the Venezuela Railway. Combination 
between the banks enabled them to act as issuing houses for a large 
number of loans in Germany, both Reich and Federal, and also in 
Austria-Hungary, Turkey, Russia, Finland, Norway, Sweden, Italy, 
Switzerland, the Argentine, Brazil and China. 

To free herself from dependence on British ships for moving the 
increasing volume of her merchandise, and to enable her to bring 
her exports, financed by her own capital, to their markets abroad 
without British middle-men, Germany had to have her own mer- 
chant marine. Its construction was accompanied by the expansion 
of the great ports of Bremen and Hamburg. Here, too, the trend to- 
wards concentration was apparent: in the Hapag and the Nord- 
deutscher Lloyd, the biggest of many shipping companies which 
sprang into existence within a few years, Germany possessed for the 
first time merchant lines of international calibre. 2 They began their 
careers, and first grew rich, by carrying emigrants; when this traffic 
ebbed away, they turned their interest to regular passenger and 
freight services, for which the demand was growing as Germany’s 
exports increasingly took the form of specialised finished products. 
Movement through the German ports had grown by 300 per cent in 
25 years, from 9-8 to 29-6 million tons incoming, and from 7-8 to 2 1 • 1 
millions outgoing -figures which, it is true, still lagged far behind the 

1 W. Strauss, Die Konzentrationsbewegung im Deutschen Bankgewerbe (Berlin, 1928), 
p. 18; H. Weber, Der Bankplatz Berlin (Cologne, 1957), pp. 47 ff. 

2 1881, registered tonnage i*8 million (nearly all sailing vessels); 1913, 3-1 mil- 
lion (all steam) 
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British. The banks were also closely involved in the construction of 
the merchant fleet, as was a swiftly developing German dock indus- 
try (Howald, Blohm and Voss, Bremen Vulkan, Schichau-Danzig), 
which in its turn made possible the construction of a German navy. 

The introduction of the 1879 tariff marked also the real beginning 
of the cartels; it was the protection of the new tariffs which made 
possible the creation of cartels capable of resisting both domestic and 
foreign competition. So the door was opened to a new type of entre- 
preneur, like Emil Kirdorf, who did not own the business managed 
by him, but was usually the ‘employee’ of a new combine founded 
by one of the big banks. The ideal of these men was the systematic 
expansion of the giant concern as the most efficient economic form, 
and they therefore took advantage of every opportunity to combine 
the small mines and furnaces into productive, solid and profitable 
mixed enterprises, whose products were marketed by arrangement 
through syndicates. Men like Hugo Stinnes and August Thyssen, 
personally more ruthless and more familiar with the niceties of capital 
management than the older generation represented by Krupp, 
Stumm, Vogler and Rochling, built up their great combines on the 
‘vertical’ plan. The leading positions alike in heavy industry, in 
banking and in commerce came to be filled by men of essentially 
‘patriotic’ outlook. This new class, which largely moulded public 
opinion and exercised an increasing influence on government policy, 
was a characteristic phenomenon of the new Germany. The more it 
succeeded in introducing the principles of neo-mercantilism into 
German policy, the greater its influence became. Bankers such as 
Gwinner, Helfferich and Stauss (Deutsche Bank), Solmssen (Dis- 
conto-Gesellschaft), Nathan and Gutmann (Dresdner Bank), Rath- 
enau (Berliner Handelsgesellschaft), Schinckel (Norddeutsche Bank) 
or Dernburg (Darmstadter Bank, afterwards Secretary of State in 
the Reich Colonial Office) ; industrialists such as Carl Friedrich von 
Siemens, Emil and Walther Rathenau (electric industry), Carl 
Duisberg (chemical industry), and the heavy industrialists mentioned 
above; the leading dock-owners, etc., etc., formed a group of entre- 
preneurs characteristic of the Germany of the day, whose assimila- 
tion with the older leading classes of society was facilitated by the 
ennoblement of many of them. The close relationship in which 
Baffin and Warburg stood to the Emperor is well known; no less 
significant was the position of a Gwinner, made a member of the 
Herrenhaus at the Emperor’s own wish in recognition of his services 
in connection with the Baghdad Railway, or the intimate relation- 
ship in which, for example, Gwinner, Rathenau and Helfferich 
stood to Bethmann Hollweg. 
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Besides using their personal influence on many domestic issues - 
not least against the workers’ associations -the employers combined 
in new pressure groups to influence foreign policy. Bueck and Roet- 
ger, the Secretaries of the heavy industrialists’ powerful association, 
the Centralverband Deutscher Industrieller (General Federation of 
German Industrialists), Stresemann as a ‘syndic’ of the Bund der 
Industriellen (Industrialists’ Association), Voss as Secretary of the 
Verein der Deutschen Berg und Eisenhiittenleute (Union of Ger- 
man Mining and Ironworks Owners), Riesser as President of the 
Bankers’ Association -to name only a few -exemplify the close con- 
nection which existed between business interests and government 
policy. A glance at the list of deputies in the Reichstag -even more, 
in the Prussian House of Deputies -belonging to the Conservative, 
Free Conservative, National Liberal and Zentrum parties will show 
how high a percentage of them were so intimately connected by busi- 
ness interest with agriculture, industry, commerce, etc., as to make 
a distinction between business and politics almost unreal (the officers 
of the business associations, for example, nearly always sat in parlia- 
ment, usually as National Liberals). 

The link between business and politics grew progressively closer 
in the opening years of the new century, as the basic political out- 
look of the leading industrialists, bankers and officers of the em- 
ployers’ associations came to conform more closely with that of the 
intellectual bourgeoisie, the higher bureaucracy and army and navy 
officers. The spiritual ‘nationalisation’ of the German employer class, 
however, tended to aggravate political crises. Furthermore, Ger- 
many began to measure power by the yardstick of steel production, 
to regard Britain as an ‘ageing state’, and to expect that the moulding 
of the future economic and political shape of the world would lie 
with the U.S.A. and Germany alone. 

As early as 1900 George von Siemens, senior director of Germany’s 
biggest bank, the Deutsche Bank, published in the Nation an article 
‘On the National Importance of the Bourse’, the significance of 
which as a programme was at once recognised, and its ideas endorsed, 
by leading bankers and industrialists. Arguing from the experience 
of the German money market on the London and Paris exchanges, 
Siemens pleaded for the establishment of a strong German bourse. 
Should war break out, as he thought only too probable in view of the 
existing tension, Germany would need to place her economy on a 
footing of self-sufficiency, for which purpose a bourse was essential. 

Economic calculation, emotions and straining after world power 
interacted mutually in a crescendo of crises and in controversies over 
Germany’s claims and over what were felt to be the rights usurped 
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by Britain, France or Russia in the Near or the Far East. Their out- 
ward and visible sign was the widespread support given to the Em- 
peror’s and Tirpitz’s naval programme. The chorus was led by the 
Navy League (Flottenverein) . In its origin a purely business creation, 
founded by the Centralverband Deutscher Indus trieller, whose first re- 
action to a naval programme was the thought that it would provide 
them with safe orders for years ahead, the League developed into the 
first great example of state-controlled propaganda. 1 The presidents 
of the Prussian provinces and the princes of the non-Prussian states 
were its patrons; its members included the senior bureaucracy and 
junior civil servants, such as teachers. Provincial and local school 
councils carried its ideas into every village; public opinion in return 
influenced the political parties. At least up to 1908 it was thus a 
‘state association’ which united industry and state service in devo- 
tion to the same patriotic cause. The retirement of the agitator in 
chief, General Keim, who had overstepped the limits envisaged by 
Tirpitz and given the campaign too much of an anti-government 
flavour, did not alter the League’s character. The only result was 
that it now came under state control, being placed under the direc- 
tion of the Reich Naval Office. General Keim became co-founder, 
with General Litzmann, and agitator in chief of the Wehrverein 
(Defence Association), a body founded in 1912 to call for expansion 
of the long neglected land forces on a scale equal to that now planned 
for the navy. The popular appeal of the Wehrverein soon exceeded 
that of the Navy League itself. 

A German navy would, as the Navy League convinced the nation, 
protect German shipping, force Britain to regard Germany as an 
equal, a desirable ally and a friend, and thus become a symbol of 
Germany’s claim to world power. At the same time it was one of the 
reasons for the hostility between Britain and Germany, although it 
would be an over-simplification to regard it as the only decisive fac- 
tor in the relationship between the two countries. For the navy itself 
was unimaginable without the backing of Germany’s economic 
power and without the pressure exercised by wide economic circles 
for a status of recognised partnership overseas and leadership in 
Europe. Often as the possibilities of worldwide expansion were dis- 
cussed, they did not at that time really exist. And mutual consulta- 
tion on plans -even governmental plans -relating to trade and busi- 
ness penetration was becoming regular: the discussions over Near 
and Far Eastern ores, oil and railways provide examples. 

As the volume of Germany’s production grew, the narrowness of 
the basis of her raw materials market became increasingly apparent, 

1 Cf. Jonathan Sternberg. 
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and as she penetrated more deeply into world markets, this narrow- 
ness became increasingly irksome. Devices such as the purchase of 
mines, obtaining concessions or shares in them, undercutting, and 
squeezing foreign rivals out of markets, enabled German interests 
to penetrate and establish themselves in the great minette field of 
Longwy-Briey and the iron ore deposits of Normandy. German in- 
dustry reached out from Saxony across Bohemia and linked up the 
main industrial centre of Austria-Hungary with that of central Ger- 
many. At the same time, this penetration of German commerce into 
the still mainly agricultural economy of the Dual Monarchy made 
the latter increasingly dependent on German capital. And Austria- 
Hungary herself was only a bridge to south-eastern Europe, where 
German ‘commercialisation’, as Conrad called it, steadily won 
ground against its Austro-Hungarian, French, British and Belgian 
competitors. The biggest of all the enterprises in this field was the 
Steaua Romana : here the big banks, led by the Disconto-Gesellschaft, 
succeeded in establishing an oil company, almost entirely financed 
by German capital, whose production was to go exclusively to conti- 
nental consumers. This enterprise was to be linked with a consumers’ 
organisation covering France, Belgium, Holland, Russia, Austria- 
Hungary and Germany, and to form a counterweight to the giant 
Standard Oil and Royal Dutch Shell companies. German industry, 
under the state-encouraged patronage of the great banks, participated 
in the construction of the Anatolian and Baghdad Railways and so 
paved the way to increasing investment in Turkey itself. In eastern 
and south-eastern Europe the chief advances were those made by the 
industry of Upper Silesia, which concentrated on these markets, as 
it could not venture overseas. At the same time, lack of native steel 
refineries drove heavy industry to penetrate the deposits of Krivoi 
Rog and Tchiaturi in the Ukraine and the Caucasus, and the banks 
tried to finance these plans through links with Russian banks -the 
more so since, in spite of French competition, big profits could be 
made out of Russia’s need for armaments. 

An economy organised on the most modern lines, regularly intro- 
ducing every modern innovation and invention, fed by a network of 
technical academies organised exclusively to serve it, and manned by 
a disciplined, industrious and thrifty population -this was one side of 
the picture. In contrast to it, the organisation of the army, with a 
conservative leadership and methods which retarded not only 
democratisation but even the technical modernisation of its own 
weapons, constituted a glaring anachronism . 1 

1 The strength of the army was hardly raised up to 1912; machine guns were in- 
troduced late and in insufficient numbers, the intelligence service was too small; the 
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Economic expansion was the basis of Germany’s political world 
diplomacy, which vacillated in its methods between rapprochment 
and conciliation at one moment, aggressive insistence on Germany’s 
claims the next, but never wavered in its ultimate objective, the ex- 
pansion of Germany’s power. 

The Diplomacy of World Policy 

Even in Bismarck’s day, for all his elaborate system of alliances, 
there were signs that Germany’s policy was leading her into isola- 
tion. She took the first step along this path when in 1879 s ^ e opted 
for alliance with that great question-mark, Austria-Hungary. In the 
1 880s it proved impossible to establish close relations with any one 
of the three other great powers, notwithstanding the achievement of 
a tolerable modus vivendi with Britain under Disraeli and Salisbury 
in spite of differences over colonial questions, and notwithstanding 
the reinsurance treaties which, in the days of Gorchakov (1856-82) 
and Giers (1882-95), preserved a contractual relationship with 
Russia which, though rendered fragile by the increasing hostility of 
Russian public opinion, survived successive Balkan crises. This de- 
velopment was accentuated by the ‘new course’ of the 1890s. First 
Russia was estranged, then Britain, and the Russo-French military 
alliance of 1893 wrought a radical change in Germany’s position in 
Europe. From 1897 onward, the year in which Biilow became 
Foreign Secretary (from 1900 to 1909 he was Chancellor) and Tir- 
pitz Secretary of State in the Reich Naval Office, Germany’s pur- 
suit of a ‘world policy’ led straight to an isolation which was made 
inevitable by her over-insistence on the principle of a ‘free hand’ and 
her over-assessment of her own strength. 

The very first steps taken by her in the Far East, the lease of Kiao- 
chow in 1897 and the attempt made in 1898, after first acquiring 
some of the Samoan islands, to establish a fortified base in the Philip- 
pines, led to sharp clashes with Britain, Russia, Japan and the U.S.A. 
Her Middle Eastern policy of these years was even more disquieting 
to Russia and Britain. Wilhelm II’s tour and his speech in Damascus 
in November, 1898, in which he assumed the role of protector of 
three hundred million Mohammedans, were bound to sound like 
challenges to both Russia and Britain, with their numerous Moham- 
medan subjects; and they were in fact so taken, much more seriously 

air arm (unlike that of France) was neglected, even for reconnaisance purposes; 
motorisation was insufficient; the cavalry arm was too large; cavalry regiments 
were brigaded together with insufficient artillery, development of tanks and anti- 
tank weapons in the war was belated. 
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than they had been meant. Similarly, the Baghdad Railway oro- 
ject, the concession for which was renewed in 1899, could not fail to 
rouse the mistrust of Britain and Russia. This mistrust was enhanced 
by Germany’s attempts to establish coaling and trading stations in 
Aden, Yemen and on the south Persian coast, on the sea-route to 
India. Similarly, her efforts to secure concessions for borings for oil 
and irrigation works in Iraq trespassed on a zone of British interests. 
The threat to British and Russian interests presented by Germany’s 
economic invasion of the Middle East seemed the more serious be- 
cause in the same years Germany undertook the task of propping up 
Ottoman power, first delegating von der Goltz to reorganise the 
Turkish army (1886-95 and 1909-13) and then sending Liman von 
Sanders in the crisis of 1 9 1 3. 

The advance of German economic interests in the shipping, rail- 
ways, ports and mines of East and South-West Africa, and particu- 
larly in the Boer Republic in the 1890s, led to friction with Britain: 
the ‘Kruger telegram’ of 1896 was peculiarly resented. This world- 
wide search for acquisitions could not but lead to friction between 
Germany and the established powers of the world, but the immediate 
cause of her clash with Britain was her claim to possess her own 
battle fleet. The construction of this fleet cut across the feelers for an 
alliance which were put out between 1898 and 1901, and was one of 
the factors -Germany’s over-rigid attitude towards the alliance being 
another (she believed that the differences between Britain and Rus- 
sia were irreconcilable, and thought that she could steer a course 
between the two) -which made Britain decide finally after 1901 to 
seek other partners. Britain’s immediate reaction was to assure her- 
self of Japan through the alliance of 1902, proceeding to approaches 
to France in 1903 and the establishment of the Entente in 1904. 

In this situation of growing isolation, the counter-moves under- 
taken by Germany showed that at least Holstein, the most influen- 
tial member of the Foreign Ministry, and Schlieffen, Chief of the 
General Staff from 1892 to 1906, were ready, if necessary, to detach 
France from the Entente by force. When the Emperor and Billow 
renounced the appeal to arms on which the Schlieffen Plan was 
based, they did so chiefly in the hope of being able to establish a con- 
tinental bloc, consisting of Germany, Russia and France, by peace- 
ful means; when the Emperor met the Tsar at Bjoerkoe in July, 1905, 
he believed that he had achieved this aim. The measure of the excite- 
ment engendered in Germany by the Russian revolution, particu- 
larly the bloody repression of the workers’ rising in Moscow in De- 
cember, 1905, and by the war scare of that year, may be judged from 
the Emperor’s famous New Year letter to Biilow, written in a sort of 
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attempt to clear himself after his ‘flabby’ attitude during the crisis. 
Making a characteristic nexus between domestic and foreign events, 
he instructed the Chancellor, ‘now that the Christmas candles have 
been re-lit’: ‘Shoot down, behead and eliminate the Socialists first, 
if need be, by a blood-bath, then war abroad. But not before, and 
not a tempo.’ 1 

In this letter the Emperor was expressing what had been his pet 
idea since the end of the 1890s, that if she engaged in a major war, 
Germany must first conclude an alliance with Turkey and then revo- 
lutionise the Islamic world. 

Disappointment over the course and results of the Algeciras Con- 
ference, which Germany had engineered in the hope of obtaining 
American support, caused her to determine never again to accept 
a conference as a method of resolving an international dispute. She 
had hoped to be able to play Britain and America off against one 
another at Algeciras. This hope proved illusory. Yet thereafter, up 
to the World War, German policy held fast to its old dogmas, en- 
tirely misinterpreting the effects of the events in the Philippines in 
1898 (the clash between the American fleet and a German naval 
squadron); of the Venezuelan incident of 1902, when Britain and 
Germany carried through a joint blockade in defence of their inter- 
ests (which American opinion resented more from Germany than 
Britain) ; and above all, of Britain’s retreat from the West Indies in 
1901, thanks to which America was able to make Colombia her 
satellite and to undertake the construction of the Panama Canal 
single-handed. 

The Algeciras Conference revealed not only how few Germany’s 
friends were, but how unreliable. Italy ranged herself on the side of 
the Entente, Austria’s support was lukewarm. And just at this junc- 
ture ‘encirclement’ became a reality. Defeated by Japan in the war 
of 1904-5 and shaken by revolution, Russia switched her attention 
from the Far East back to Europe. She was thereby brought in- 
creasingly into conflict with Austria-Hungary, and also with Ger- 
many, while at the same time an understanding between Britain and 
Russia became possible. A delimitation of their respective spheres 
of influence in Afghanistan, Tibet and Persia (this last amounting 
to a diplomatic partition of that country) led to the Anglo-Russian 
Entente of 1907, after which the Russo-French military alliance and 
the Anglo-French Entente hardened into the Triple Entente. One 
of the factors which attracted Russia to this rapprochement was the 
fear of German designs on the Baltic coast (which were in fact partly 
realised during the First World War), while for Britain it was another 

1 Cf. Biilow, Denkwiirdigkeiten , Col. II (Berlin, 1930), p. 198. 
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answer to Germany’s attempts to gain a footing in Persia and India 
via Turkey. 

The ‘encirclement’ in turn brought Germany into increased de- 
pendence on the policy of her ally, Austria-Hungary. This depen- 
dence became evident in her reactions to Austria’s policy in the 
Bosnian annexation crisis of 1908. Both the Chancellor, Biilow, and 
the Emperor (whom he had purposely kept in the dark until the last 
moment) at first disapproved strongly. The Emperor felt that ‘the 
Eastern policy which he had been following for twenty years’ had 
been completely ruined, and that Britain had outbid him in support 
of Turkey. Biilow hoped that a strong and demonstrative stand by 
Germany would at once cover her Austrian ally and keep the link 
with Turkey from snapping, and this hope proved justified, partly 
owing to Russia’s reasonableness (although she drew closer than ever 
to her partners in the Entente), partly owing to the retreat of 
the Young Turk leaders, especially those in the army. Britain’s 
popularity in Turkey soon passed, and the young German-trained 
officers accepted Germany’s proposal of a financial indemnity for the 
cession of Bosnia-Herzegovina and responded again to Germany’s 
advances. 

Germany had been prepared -or so she had asserted -to enforce 
with arms a solution in the Balkans favourable to Austria-Hungary, 
rather than expose her ally to the danger of a humiliation a la Alge- 
ciras. 

At the same time, Germany was trying to expand her continental 
power by diplomatic action, using Austria-Hungary as a bridge to 
Turkey. With the conclusion of the Franco-German colonial agree- 
ment of February 9, 1909, and the visit of the Tsar and Sazonov 
(Izvolski’s successor as Foreign Minister) to Potsdam on November 
3-4, 1910, her old goal of a constitutional bloc seemed on the point 
of realisation: the Tsar promised to loosen his ties with the Entente 
on the basis that Germany would similarly relax her links with Aus- 
tria, and to withdraw the opposition which Russia had so long main- 
tained to the construction of the Baghdad Railway; Germany in 
return recognised northern Persia as a Russian zone of influence and 
agreed to pay for the construction of branch lines running from the 
Baghdad Railway into Persia. The German-French agreement, 
which buried the Algeciras controversy in many respects, cleared 
Germany’s path towards her goal of a large and continuous colonial 
empire. 1 But hopes of a continental understanding in east and west 

1 France received a free hand in North Morocco; Germany was left confined to 
South Morocco, but was to receive French help for the construction of a railway 
line from the Cameroons to East Africa across the French and Belgian Congos. 
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perished at Agadir in 191 1 in the second Moroccan crisis, although 
Germany attempted to use the problems raised by France’s advance 
in Morocco to bring about a continental bloc via the colonial prob- 
lem. 

The negotiations carried on in the summer of 1911 between 
Kiderlen-Wachter, Secretary of State in the Foreign Ministry, and 
the French Ambassador in Berlin, Jules Cambon, were at first direct- 
ed towards reaching a delimitation of interests in Morocco itself; 
later, however, Kiderlen-Wachter’s demand for the cession of the 
whole of the French Congo as ‘compensation’ for Germany’s desin- 
ter essement in Morocco, revealed one of the essential objectives of 
Germany’s diplomacy: to acquire a continuous colonial empire in 
central Africa. Behind this stood the even more far-reaching ambi- 
tion of breaking-up, or at least weakening, the Entente Cordiale by 
means of a Franco-German ‘settlement’. Britain parried this danger 
by a public intervention in favour of France in the shape of Lloyd 
George’s famous Mansion House speech, and by initiating with 
France military conversations of great importance; whereupon, in 
the autumn, Germany yielded and contented herself with the 
‘prestige success’ of an addition (of small intrinsic value) to her pos- 
sessions in the Cameroons. Britain had saved France from the humili- 
ation of a ‘settlement’ with Germany involving French sacrifice 
which had threatened to undermine the solidarity of the Triple 
Entente and to replace the British policy of balance by a German 
hegemony in Europe. 

The strong reactions of public opinion to the crisis, the sharpness 
of the language used by statesmen, and above all the new prominence 
of the part played by the military, differentiated these later ex- 
changes markedly from the transactions of the first years of German 
world policy. The German policy of ‘compensation’, of those abrupt 
and seemingly endless demands which had so irritated all the powers 
except Germany’s own allies and had done so much to draw them 
together against her -this was now at an end. Up to 191 1 Germany 
had not succeeded in adopting Britain’s policy of concluding com- 
promises with her competitors, for she had equated moderation with 
an inferiority incompatible with the world power status which was 
her aim. Such a policy was inevitably rejected by a generation of 
politicians who had grown up in revolt against Bismarck’s doctrine 
that Germany was a ‘saturated power’, regarded the expansion of 
Germany as the supreme object of their policy, and were now occu- 
pying the leading positions in the imperial Chancellery, the Foreign 
Ministry and the Prussian ministries. 
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England the Enemy 

The second Morocco crisis was worked up by propaganda and 
press campaigns by the Foreign Ministry, in a quiet way from the 
crises of 1905-6 and 1908-9, which were more purely diplomatic; 
a much wider appeal was made to the national feelings of the masses. 
The effect on German opinion was therefore even greater. All the 
deeper was the disappointment at the results of the negotiations, 
when instead of receiving the French Congo as the corner-stone of 
the future great, continuous colonial empire in Africa, Germany was 
fobbed off with the meagre strips of land on the Congo and Ubangi. 
Germany had felt confident of worsting France, and her wrath at 
this failure was directed primarily against Britain, whose support had 
alone saved France from defeat. Both sides were ready to fight. A 
jotting by the Chief of the German General Staff, which is instinct 
equally with excitement and disappointment, shows how feeling was 
running in Germany after the interruption of the diplomatic negotia- 
tions in mid-August, 1 9 1 1 (when, on the other side, military conversa- 
tions were going on between the British, French and Russians). 
Moltke, Chief of the German General Staff from 1 906 to 1914, wrote : 

I am thoroughly fed up with this wretched Morocco business. If we slink 
out of this affair again , as in 1906, with our tail between our legs, if we cannot 
pluck up the courage to make an energetic demand which we are prepared 
to enforce with the sword , then I despair of the future of the German Reich. 
Then I shall go. 1 

Germany’s leading economic and political circles were no less 
embittered against France and Britain. They feared that the threat 
of a war on three fronts would find them unprepared, militarily and 
financially, and that weakness would force them to give way. 

All this disappointment -from which the Emperor, who was openly 
attacked in the Pan-German Press for his weakness, was not exempt, 
and which actually led to proceedings being started against Kiderlen- 
Wachter-vented itself in the stormy Reichstag debates of Novem- 
ber, 19 1 1. The Conservative leader, von Heydebrand und der Lasa, 
said in open debate: ‘Now we know where to find our enemy.’ 
Germany experienced a sort of national revolution, an ‘awakening’, 
fanned by the ‘pressure groups’ of the Navy League, the Colonial 
League, the Alldeutscher Verband (Pan-German Association), and the 
latest and very effective recruit to their numbers, the Wehrverein. The 
state had failed to give a ‘strong answer’ in July; then, said the 

1 Hellmuth von Moltke, Erinnerungen , p. 303, cit. Hermann Oncken, Deutschland 
und die Vorgeschichte des Weltkrieges y \ ol. 2, p. 705 (Leipzig, 1933); italics the present 
author’s. 
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Reichstag, that answer shall come from us : Germany shall be stronger 
than before; she shall arm at sea against Britain, and on land against 
France and Russia. Compared with this emotion-born cry for more 
armaments everywhere, Bethmann Hollweg’s merely tactical man- 
oeuvre has little significance. Tirpitz promptly answered the Reich- 
stag’s demand by bringing forward a supplementary naval estimate, 
the Chancellor got the Ministry of War to produce in its turn a sup- 
plementary army vote, hoping thereby to delay the passage of the 
navy vote. The promotion of Ludendorff to a position of direct in- 
fluence on the General Staff 1 must also be viewed in the light of the 
altered mood of the nation. This excitement, these calls for more 
arms, were greatly stimulated by unfavourable comments on the 
German army by British and French observers at the summer man- 
oeuvres of i g 1 1 : they found it backward, both in tactics and equip- 
ment, thereby putting a finger on one of imperial Germany’s weak 
spots. 2 

In France, meanwhile, the appointment of Poincare as Prime 
Minister had brought with it a sort of national renaissance. In Bri- 
tain, however, reactions were divided. Opposition groups in the 
Commons and the City disliked a too exclusive association with 
France and advocated an understanding with Germany. German 
diplomacy snatched at the possibility of substituting alliance with 
Britain against the Continent for the continental bloc against Britain. 
As early as the summer of 19 1 1 von Kiihlmann, then the most active 
of the German diplomats in London working for an agreement with 
Britain maintained, that it would be possible to effect a radical trans- 
formation of Anglo-German relations. On June 6 he wrote to Berlin 
that Germany had the choice between two alternatives : either naval 
expansion and breach with Britain, or an armaments programme 
confined to the land forces, leaving the navy law unchanged, with 
the possibility of a far-reaching colonial agreement on Angola and 
the Congo basin. Two leaders of the business world, the Emperor’s 
and Bethmann Hollweg’s friend Ballin, and Cassel, a naturalised 
British subject of German origin in close relations with official circles 
in England, then took the initiative which led to the famous Haldane 
Mission. 

The objects and course of this enterprise are less interesting for us 
in their historical aspect as one more unsuccessful attempt at an 

1 Cf. Gerhard Ritter, Staatskunst und Kriegshandwerk, Das Problem des 
Militarismus in Deutschland, Vol. 2 (Munich, i960), pp. 273 ff. Moltke— 
Ludendorff memorandum of December 21, 1912, full of long, purely political 
considerations. 

2 Gf. Oncken, op. cit., p. 713. Similar views were expressed in The Times and 
France Militaire. 
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Anglo-German rapprochement , than for the light which they throw on 
Germany’s continental aims. Of the trilogy of the naval question, 
political agreement and colonial understanding, the Germans from 
the first attached the greatest importance to the political settlement, 
whereas for Haldane all else was subsidiary to the naval discussions. 
Yet on the eve of Haldane’s arrival the Emperor had announced the 
new supplementary naval vote in a speech from the throne, thus 
heavily prejudicing the success of the discussions before they had so 
much as started. To add to the difficulties, the Emperor and Tirpitz 
conducted the naval discussions with Haldane alone, in Bethmann 
Hollweg’s absence, and both were determined on principle to refuse 
any concession ; in the following weeks they showed the greatest dis- 
pleasure at British criticisms and counter-measures. 1 

While not prepared to meet Britain over the question of the naval 
arms race, the Germans asked her to assume most extensive engage- 
ments when they came to discuss the political settlement. Both Beth- 
mann Hollweg, as the man technically responsible for the policy of 
the Reich, and the Emperor himself, persistently rejected Britain’s 
offer of neutrality in the event of an unprovoked attack on Germany, 
demanding (in addition to a sufficiently imposing colonial empire) 
an assurance of neutrality defined by Kiderlen-Wachter in the fol- 
lowing terms : Should either of the contracting parties become involved 
in war with one or more Powers, the other contracting party pledges 
itself to observe at least benevolent neutrality, and to use its influ- 
ence to secure the localisation of the conflict.’ 2 

The contractual assurance which Germany asked of Britain would 
have given Germany a free hand vis-a-vis France, since it would have 
obliged Britain to stand aside from a continental war, even if pro- 
voked by Germany; not to mention that so far-reaching a promise 
would have endangered her own Ententes, which were less precise 
in their wording. But the essential object for Britain was-as Haldane 
emphasised in his very first conversation with Bethmann Hollweg 
on February 8 and Sir Arthur Nicolson repeated later in a very acute 
aide memoir e- precisely to prevent France from being crushed by the 
power of Germany. Bethmann Hollweg refused to modify his 

1 Wilhelm II on March 5: ‘My patience and that of the German people is 
exhausted.’ 

2 Bethmann Hollweg’s draft for an Anglo-German agreement, submitted by 
him to Haldane on February 10, 1912 ( Grosse Politik , Vol. 31, pp. 1 16 ff.). Accord- 
ing to Bethmann Hollweg’s notes (ibid., pp. 117 ff.), Haldane thought that the 
draft went too far, as Britain could not bind herself for the case of an attack by 
Germany on France; in particular, there would then be a danger of the French 
ports falling into German hands. Nicolson writes: ‘If the Germans once had 
British neutrality in their pockets, peace would not last long’ ( British Docs., Vol. 
VII, p. 734). Haldane’s diary for February 2 is reprinted in B.D . , VII, p. 506. 
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neutrality formula even although Haldane offered him the Belgian 
Congo and Angola -he spoke of a ‘belt 5 running across Africa -with 
Zanzibar and Pemba, besides concessions over the Baghdad railway. 

It emerges in these conversations that two objectives possessed an 
especial importance for Germany: firstly, the colonial settlement 
offered by Britain, which would have meant a German ‘Mittelafrika 5 , 
and secondly, a German-dominated ‘Mitteleuropa 5 , the outline of 
which formed the object, at this very juncture, of repeated conver- 
sations between the Emperor, Bethmann Hollweg and the author of 
the idea, Walther Rathenau. The ideas were still indeterminate; 
sometimes peaceful methods were envisaged, sometimes force, as fear 
of Russia or resentment against America predominated. Four days 
after the Haldane Mission, the Emperor expounded to Rathenau 
his ideas for an economic unification of the Continent as a defensive 
measure against the American reprisals policy of high tariffs. ‘His 
plan’ was for a ‘United States of Europe against America 5 . He 
thought that this would not be disagreeable to the British, and that 
they would come into it. ‘Five States (counting in France) can achieve 
something 5 (that is to say the Triple Alliance, France and Britain 
against America). 1 The Emperor was against running after Britain 
for her favours, and in no case was he prepared to sacrifice the naval 
programme (which had been laid before the Reichstag on February 
19 and passed by it on May 19). ‘But a last attempt is to be made: 
England is to be offered an alliance, coupled with the inclusion of 
France in ‘Mitteleuropa 5 . Here lie the roots of the ideas pursued by 
Bethmann Hollweg in July and August, 1914. 

It must remain an open question whether the inspiration was 
transmitted by the Emperor to Rathenau, or vice versa (the ideas of 
both men undoubtedly owed much to Bernhardi’s book -to which 
we shall return -which had appeared at the beginning of 1912). In 
any case, Rathenau expounded these ideas shortly afterwards (on 
July 25, 1912) to Bethmann Hollweg in Hohenfinow, and found the 
Chancellor in general agreement with them. The Chancellor was 
just back from a tour in Russia, which had reassured him as to the 
immediate position but had filled him with the deepest anxiety, even 
fear, for the future, as Russia’s power grew. He saw Russia’s 
‘wealth of natural resources and of crude physical man-power 5 as the 
bases for the development of ‘an expansive and gigantic industrial 
power 5 which might one day crush Germany. Germany could resist 

'Cf. Walther Rathenau, Tagebuch 1907-1922, ed. H. Pogge-v. Strandmann 
(Dusseldorf 1967), p. 157 (February 13, 1912) and p. 169 (July 25, 1912); F. 
Fischer, Weltpolitik, Weltmachtsstreben und deutsche Kriegsziele, Hist. 
Zeitschrift 199-2, October, 1965, pp. 322b, 324ft., and Egmont Zechlin, Deutsch- 
land zwischen Krieg und Wirtschaftskrieg, ibid., pp. 399ft. 
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this power only by an expansion of her bases, which must include 
expansion to the west. Rathenau’s report on the conversation, at the 
end of July, ran : 

I developed my ideas : i . Economics. Customs union with Austria, Switzer- 
land, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, etc., with simultaneous closer association. 
2. Foreign Policy. Key to it: the Franco-German conflict, on which all 
nations grow fat. Key: England. Disarmament impossible today. Begin by 
increasing tension -though dangerous -also undermine England’s position 
in Mediterranean. Then alliance. Object: Mittelafrika, Asia Minor. 

All the general points of German world policy figure in association 
in this conversation -Mitteleuropa, Mittelafrika, Asia Minor. We 
must note above all the appearance, in July, 1912, of the two cardinal 
aims which figured two years later in Bethmann Hollweg’s Sep- 
tember Programme of 1914: Mitteleuropa and Mittelafrika. 

The Inevitable War 

Germany’s obstinate insistence on a policy directed towards se- 
curing British neutrality and a free hand for herself on the Continent 
shows once more that her leaders were at this time regarding war 
with France and Russia as extremely likely, if not imminent, and 
sometimes even as inevitable. Important evidence to this effect comes 
from Germany’s ally, Austria-Hungary. 

Germany had initiated the new armaments race when, on May 
10, 1912, the Reichstag had agreed to the increases in the land forces 
(first asked for in the previous autumn, these were relatively modest: 
the figure was raised from 595,000 men to 622,000), and on May 15 
had adopted the Navy Bill round which so much discussion had 
turned during the Haldane Mission. The new Austro-Hungarian 
Foreign Minister, Count Berchtold, 1 paid his inaugural visit to Ber- 
lin on May 24-6. During the second Morocco crisis Austria had 
shown even more awareness than at Algeciras of Germany’s in- 
creasing hostility to Britain and France, and had disappointed Ger- 
many by the reserve of her attitude. Austria’s interests lying else- 
where, Berchtold showed himself very sensitive to the anti-Western 
atmosphere in Berlin. Emphatic as were the assurances lavished on 
him in Berlin, and duly noted by him, of the accord between the 
foreign policies of Germany and Austria-Hungary, unspoken dif- 
ferences yet remained. ‘Firstly, there are the efforts to bring Britain , 
by diplomatic means , into a precarious situation calculated to make her 
more amenable to Germany’s overtures for a rapprochement .’ 

To this end, Germany was encouraging Italy’s Mediterranean 

1 Oesterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik , IV, No. 3540, p. 185. 
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policy in a manner which ignored Austria’s interests completely. 
Another point was: ‘that all the calculations of German foreign 
policy were directed from beginning to end towards the eventuality 
of a clash with France, an eventuality on which German diplomacy 
is directing practically its entire talents for combination,’ yet one 
which Vienna found unpalatable in view of the absence of any sub- 
stantial conflict of interests between Austria-Hungary and France. 

These tacit reservations in Austro-Hungarian policy constituted 
a complication for Germany’s policy, which looked primarily west- 
ward because of Germany’s naval rivalry with Britain and her an- 
tagonism towards France which was partly emotional. For, firstly, 
in Germany’s plans France was the first object of attack in a major 

war. Secondly, France, as the financier of Russia and the Balkan 
League, was, from the economic-political point of view, the kernel 
of all anti-German combinations. Thirdly, France was beginning to 
take advantage of Germany’s weakness in capital coverage to should- 
er her out even of Greece and Turkey. For this reason the convic- 
tion was taking ever deeper root in Germany, after the unsatisfac- 
tory outcomes of the Morocco crisis and the Haldane Mission, and the 
revelation of unconfessed differences between Germany and Austria- 
Hungary, that a great ‘settling of accounts’ was sooner or later inevi- 
table. 

This was why Germany had been negotiating in Rome since the 
end of 1 9 1 1 to get the Triple Alliance renewed ahead of the specified 
date. Germany wanted to give Italy a twofold role in the anticipated 
conflict with France and Russia. Italian divisions were to relieve the 
German army in its first encounter with the French by pinning down 
French forces on the Alpine front (further agreement was reached in 
1912 that in the event of war three Italian corps were to be sent to 
Alsace). Secondly, Germany hoped, by strengthening Italy’s posi- 
tion in the Mediterranean, to put pressure on Britain to approach 
the Triple Alliance, and thus to secure British neutrality. 

Austria’s primary interests, unlike Germany’s, lay in the south- 
east. Since the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908-9 the 
Southern Slav movement had grown into a steadily increasing threat 
to the existence of the Monarchy -the more so, since Russia’s policy 

was, in accordance with the tradition which made Russia the pro- 
tector of the Slav world, using the movement to further her own im- 
perialistic aims. Berchtold himself reported in his notes on his visit 
to Berlin that the German Chancellor had informed him of the re- 
cent conclusion (of which he had learnt through secret sources) of a 
Balkan League between Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and Montenegro. 
Germany had not, apparently, seen much cause for uneasiness in this 
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development. Yet that same autumn saw the outbreak of war 
between the Balkan League and Turkey over the League’s 
demand for ‘autonomy’ for Macedonia (then still under Turkish 
sovereignty). 

The unexpected victories of the Balkan states of Bulgaria, Serbia 
and Greece over Turkey in the First Balkan War of 1912, following 
Italy’s success in Tripoli a year before, created an impression, espe- 
cially in Paris, that German armaments and strategy had suffered 
a considerable reverse, for the Turkish army had been trained by 
German officers and equipped by German firms. People talked of 
‘Creuzot’s victory over Krupp’. This strengthened the war spirit in 
Poincare’s France. The Turkish debacle also had its effects in Rus- 
sia, the patron of the Balkan League. Serbia, whose self-confidence 
had risen correspondingly, demanded an outlet to the Adriatic. 
Austria-Hungary was prepared to agree to territorial gains for Serbia 
but she was not prepared to agree to Serbian access to the Adriatic 
and she also demanded the constitution of an ‘independent’ Albania. 
The war against Turkey threatened to develop into a war between 
Serbia and Austria-Hungary, with the danger that the two groups 
of great powers might be drawn into a European war. 

In this tense situation Germany and Britain succeeded in work- 
ing together. Both wanted a peaceful settlement of the crisis and 
worked to this end at the Conference of Ambassadors which met in 
London in December, 1912. This new rapprochement between Britain 
and Germany -the initiative for which had come from Grey in Octo- 
ber-combined with memories of the Haldane Mission, revived 
Bethmann Hollweg’s hopes of a possible European policy based on 
the assumption of British neutrality. He was convinced that if war 
broke out with Russia over the Balkan question, this would mean war 
with France; yet, as he wrote on December 18, the day after the 
opening of the London Conference, there seemed to him to be ‘many 
indications which made it at least doubtful whether England would 
intervene actively if the provocation appeared to come directly from 
Russia and France’. He thought that if Germany avoided any sus- 
picion of provocation, Britain might content herself with ‘an inter- 
vention, at first diplomatic, in favour of France after her defeat’. 
This calculation shows how little Bethmann Hollweg’s ideas changed 
between 1912 and July, 1914, when he was primarily interested, not 
in saving the peace, but in saddling Russia with the responsibility 
for the war, because his policy was based on the theory that Britain 
could be kept out of a continental war if Russia was made to appear 
the aggressor. This would have the advantage for Germany -an in- 
valuable one after her experience of Austria’s doubtful loyalty during 
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the two Morocco crises (where the issues had concerned Germany 
alone) -that in such a case Austria could be counted on with cer- 
tainty to stand by Germany. 

Just as in July, 1914, so now, the idea that Germany would thus 
be able to crush France without Britain’s intervention was contra- 
dicted by Lichnowsky, who had been promoted in November, 1912 
to charge of the embassy in London. In view of the possibility of con- 
flict between Austria-Hungary and Serbia, and of the danger of the 
development of a European conflagration, Grey had told Haldane 
to repeat expressly that British policy, ‘being concerned to maintain 
some balance between the groups of Powers, could under no circum- 
stances tolerate France being crushed’; and a few days later (De- 
cember 9), when Grey was expressing disquiet over Bethmann 
Hollweg’s words about ‘loyalty to allies’ and ‘fighting’ in his Reich- 
stag speech, Lichnowsky formulated Grey’s ideas as follows : ‘Britain’s 
policy towards us is one of peace and friendship, but no British 
government would regard a further weakening of France as com- 
patible with the vital interests of the country.’ 

The British people would under all circumstances guard itself 
against seeing France collapse a second time, as in 1870, and then 
finding itself face to face with a single, over-mighty power dominat- 
ing the Continent. A little later he wrote: ‘England cannot and will 
not find herself afterwards facing a unitary continental group under 
the leadership of a single power.’ 

The Emperor’s marginal notes to these reports and the conse- 
quences which he afterwards drew from them show that Wilhelm 
expected from the first to find Britain on the side of France and Rus- 
sia if war came; yet he was ready to face a conflict, even against this 
combination. His comment on the maintenance of the balance was: 
‘will change’; on the warning that Britain would never tolerate 
France being crushed: ‘she will have to.’ The Emperor regarded the 
coming war as ‘the last battle between Teutons and Slavs’, one which 
would ‘find the Anglo-Saxons on the side of the Slavs and the Gauls’. 
Out of ‘envy’ and ‘hate’ England ‘wanted to forbid other Powers to 
defend their interests . . . with the sword’. Haldane’s conversation 
with Lichnowsky tore away every veil of uncertainty from before the 
Emperor’s eyes. 

England will undoubtedly stand behind France and Russia against Ger- 
many out of hatred and envy. The imminent struggle for existence which the 
Germanic peoples of Europe (Austria, Germany) will have to fight out 
against the Slavs (Russians) and their Latin (Gallic) supporters finds the 
Anglo-Saxons on the side of the Slavs. Reason : petty envy, fear of our grow- 
ing big. 
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Other marginal comments by the Emperor on reports on the Am- 
bassadors’ Conference make it abundantly clear that Wilhelm II 
saw no possibility whatever of finding, through the diplomatic 
machinery of a conference, a lasting solution for the antagonism be- 
tween Germany on the one hand and France and Russia on the 
other -an antagonism which had grown only more obvious during 
the laborious efforts to localise the Balkan Wars. 

Chapter 2 of the Great Migrations, he wrote, is over. Now comes Chap- 
ter 3, the Germanic peoples’ fight for their existence against Russo-Gallia. 
No further conference can smooth this over, for it is not a question of high 
politics, but one of race ... for what is at issue is whether the Germanic race 
is to be or not to be in Europe. 

The Emperor’s conviction that the political conflicts of the day are 
only the surface symptoms of a fundamental inter-racial conflict was 
shared by Helmuth von Moltke, the Chief of the German General 
Staff. When Austria-Hungary mobilised in the winter of 19 12-13 to 
prevent Serbia from expanding to the Adriatic (also sending certain 
units to her frontier with Russia in Galicia), Moltke, on February 
10, 1913, writing to his Austrian opposite number, Conrad, who was 
urging a preventive war, warned him against such a step at that 
juncture , because it would infallibly lead to world war; and a ‘war of 
nations’ could be waged only if the governments could count on the 
full understanding of their peoples. Quarrels over the frontier be- 
tween Serbia and the new state of Albania would not produce this 
understanding. Nevertheless, Moltke 

remains convinced that a European war is bound to come sooner or later, 
and then it will, in the last resort, be a struggle between Teuton and Slav. It is 
the duty of all states who uphold the banner of German spiritual culture to 
prepare for this conflict. But the attack must come from the Slavs. Those who see 
this struggle approaching will be clear that it will call for the concentration 
of all forces, the utilisation of all possibilities, and above all, complete under- 
standing on the part of the people for the world-historic development. 

The Emperor always combined the idea of the inevitable racial 
war with the feeling that the British were on the wrong side in it. So 
he wrote on May 15, 1913: ‘Policy against Germany (Teutons) with 
Slavs and Gallics absolutely impossible in the long run for Anglo- 
Saxons.’ 

At that time the Emperor was hoping that Britain would colla- 
borate with Germany in the defence of Turkey (against Russian and 
Bulgarian aspirations) or in a partition of Turkish territory between 
them. The main point for him was that the partition ‘must not be 
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made without us. I take Mesopotamia, Alexandretta, Mersina. 
Sensible Turks are already awaiting their fate with resignation.’ 

On the same February io, 1913, on which Moltke warned Con- 
rad against a preventive war on the grounds that such a step would 
lead to an inopportune world war, Bethmann Hollweg sent Berchtold 
a warning to the same effect, giving his own reasons for the ‘not yet’. 
There were some signs, he said, of an impending change of course in 
Britain’s policy, and this must be given time to take shape. 

I should regard it as an error of incalculable magnitude to bring about a 
solution involving force at a moment when there is a possibility -if only a 
remote one -that we may be able to wage the conflict [sc., the great conti- 
nental war] under conditions much more favourable to us. 

Moltke, as we have seen, had thought it necessary to prepare the 
people psychologically for the all-important conflict. During the war 
scare of December, 1912 the Emperor had given instructions for a 
press campaign to mobilise opinion in his own country. 

Welcome occasion for such preparation was provided by the cen- 
tenary celebrations in 1913 to commemorate the 1813-15 wars of 
liberation against Napoleon. These celebrations opened in March 
and reached their end and culmination in October in the dedication 
of the memorial perpetuating the memory of the ‘Battle of the 
Peoples’ outside Leipzig. In June of the same year came the celebra- 
tions of the Emperor’s twenty-five years on the throne, all of which 
were designed to demonstrate Germany’s military power and pre- 
paredness. The feelings animating very wide nationalist circles in 
Germany found their most faithful expression in General Friedrich 
von Bernhardi’s Deutschland und der nachste Krieg (Germany and the 
next war), which appeared in 1912 and ran through five editions 
by the end of the year. This book is generally dismissed by German 
historians as the eccentric outpourings of an undisciplined pan-Ger- 
man with little relationship to the plans either of the general staff or 
of the government, but the author’s summing up of his arguments 
and conclusions under the heading ‘World Power or Decline’ epit- 
omised the intentions of official Germany with great precision. In 
his view three things were necessary for Germany’s advance to a 
position of world power : 

(i) The elimination of France [die Ausschaltung Frankreichs ) : France 
must be ‘completely brought to the ground, so that she shall never 
again be able to obstruct our path’ -a formula which recurred al- 
most verbatim in the September Programme drawn up by Beth- 
mann Hollweg a few weeks after the outbreak of war. 

(ii) Foundation of a Central European federation under German 
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leadership. Bernhardi’s expectation that the smaller states (‘the 
weaker neighbours’) would seek the protection of German arms and 
‘attachment to Germany’ was shared by leading circles in Germany 
during the war. The German government attempted officially, after 
1914, to realise his demand for a ‘Mitteleuropa’. 

(iii) The development of Germany as a world power through the 
acquisition of new colonies. Bernhardi agreed with the German pro- 
fessors, economists and political leaders in seeing the future no longer 
in terms of the old European system of states, but in a new system of 
world states, in which the balance depended on real factors. But for 
him, as for them, world power was at the same time a cultural mis- 
sion. In the same December, 1912, in which the Emperor ordered 
the psychological preparation of the nation, he instructed the Foreign 
Ministry that recognition of the coming life and death struggle of the 
Teutons against Gauls and Slavs must be made ‘the basis of our 
policy’, and allies for it must be recruited wherever they could be 
found. ‘We must conclude a military agreement with Bulgaria . . . 
Turks, also with Rumania. We must also conclude such an agree- 
ment with Japan. Any power which can be got is good enough to 
help us.’ 

This idea, together with the addition of the promotion of revolu- 
tions, recurred eighteen months later in Moltke’s programme of 
action for the outbreak of war on August 4, 1914. 

Finally, a third impulse emerged from the Balkan crisis of 19 12-13. 
Negotiations were still going on when a demand arose for a further 
expansion of the armed forces. This expansion was realised in the big 
increases in the army effected in the spring of 1913. 

Impressions acquired during the First Balkan War in the autumn 
of 1912 had led the general staff, where Ludendorff’s voice was now 
the decisive one on such questions, to call for an increase in Ger- 
many’s standing active army (then numbering 622,000 men) by 50 
per cent, out of which three new army corps were to be formed. 1 The 
National Liberals, who were profoundly mistrustful of Bethmann 
Hollweg’s government, and feared that the planned army increases 
might turn out to be too small, convoked a special session of their 
party committee for February 9, 1913, where the party’s hatred of 
Bethmann Hollweg vented itself in the adoption of a maxim almost 
revolutionary in tone : that the Reichstag must fulfil those duties in 
respect of foreign policy and defence which the government was 
neglecting. The politicians who took the Ludendorff line and called 

1 G. Ritter, op. cit., especially pp. 272 ff.; also G. Howe, ‘Das Heer von 1911- 
1914’, in Weltmachtstreben und Flottenbau, ed. W. Schiissler (Witten/ Ruhr, 
1956). PP- 115 ff - 
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for the complete utilisation of Germany’s man-power potential did 
not, however, win the day. The conservative elements in the Ministry 
of War, who argued the need for a qualitatively high cadre -and 
were anxious to preserve the aristocratic character of the officer 
corps- themselves cut down the number, so that the increase which 
the Chancellor asked the Reichstag to sanction in the spring of 1913 
was only 1 17,000 rank and file and just under 19,000 officers and 
N.C.O.s-in all, a fraction under 136,000 men. This was the largest 
army estimate in German history. It was accepted by a majority 
composed of the right in the Reichstag. It took months of negotia- 
tion before the requisite expenditure, including over 1,000 million 
marks for non-recurrent items, could be voted, and it was finally 
accepted by a majority in which the centre of gravity had shifted left- 
ward and included the Social Democrats. 132,000 men were voted, 
of whom 72,000 were called up on October 1, 1913; the remainder 
were to be called up in a second batch in the autumn of 1914. The 
actual peace strength of the German army in 1 91 3-14 was thus 
694,000 men, to which must be added 72,000 in the navy. In rela- 
tion to war the peacetime figures were less important than the fact 
that the German army, unlike the French, was able to put fully 
trained reserve formations into the field from the first day of war- 
there were 13 German reserve corps on the western front alone -and 
was thus numerically superior to the French, at least at the outset 
of war. 

These big increases evoked counter-measures from Germany’s 
neighbours. The Reichstag was still in session when France an- 
nounced the introduction of three years’ military service, which 
brought her an increase by 1914 of 160,000 men against Germany’s 
additional 72,000. The peacetime strength of the Russian army, 
which had been under reorganisation with French financial help, 
had been 1 ,500,000 since 1 906, twice that of the German and 300,000 
more than the German and Austrian together (the Austrian figure 
was 450,000). Moreover, the Russian army had still not reached its 
full target of over 2 millions; this was to be attained only in 1917. 
The reorganisations in progress were bound in the near future to in- 
crease still further the superiority of the armies of Germany’s and 
Austria’s two continental neighbours over their own. 

While this race was going on, and in the now sure expectation of a 
war on two fronts, Moltke had worked out a revised operational 
plan, based on Schlieffen’s (the last edition of which Schlieffen had 
passed to Moltke shortly before his death), which now concentrated 
the full weight of operations on the western front, so that after 1913 
no plans were made for an advance in the east. 

36 



THE INEVITABLE WAR 



This situation was communicated to the party leaders in the 
Reichstag in April, 1913, in the strictly confidential preliminary 
negotiations on the military estimates. In the course of them the Sec- 
retary of State, von Jagow, justified the army increases by adducing 
the expectation of ‘the coming world war’, and told the party leaders 
(the representatives of the military departments who were in attend- 
ance supplying the necessary details) that even in the event of war 
breaking out with Russia over the conflicts in the Balkans, the first 
phase would be fought in France, where the decisive offensive would 
take place. When the Social Democrats ventured to ask whether this 
would not involve violation of Belgium’s neutrality, the Chancellor 
deliberately evaded the question, although the German plan for the 
western offensive provided for precisely that (the only modification 
to Schlieffen’s plan made by Moltke had been to cut out the viola- 
tion of the neutrality of the Netherlands). 

This concentration on the west made Germany’s plans entirely 
dependent on the Austro-Hungarian army, which would have to 
hold the first Russian thrust until the German army had won its 
anticipated victory in the west and could turn east. On May 12, 
1914, when the allies were holding their last staff talks, Conrad asked 
Moltke how long it would be after the outbreak of the anticipated 
war on two fronts against France and Russia before Germany would 
be able to send strong forces against Russia -in other words, how 
long the Austro-Hungarian armies would have to meet Russia’s main 
forces unaided. Moltke’s reply was: ‘We hope to be finished with 
France in six weeks after the commencement of operations, or at least 
to have got so far that we can transfer our main forces to the east.’ 1 

The general staff’s calculations were based on the assumption that 
the six divisions of the Belgian army (who were contemptuously des- 
cribed as ‘chocolate soldiers’) would not offer any serious resistance. 
In order to make sure, Wilhelm II had tried repeatedly, through dy- 
nastic channels, to secure from Belgium an assurance of her passivity, 
if not an alliance. As early as the 1904 crisis the Emperor had asked 
Leopold II for an alliance and permission for German forces to 
march across Belgium, offering in return the restoration of the Duchy 
of Burgundy at the expense of France; Leopold had, however, re- 
fused. In November, 1913, the Emperor invited Leopold’s successor, 
King Albert, to Berlin 2 in another attempt to gain Belgium’s co- 
operation. He dilated on France’s irreconcilable hostility to Germany 

1 Conrad, Aus meiner Dienstzeit, III, p. 674. 

2 Btilow, Denkwiirdigkeiten , II, pp. 82-5; Emile Cammaerts, Albert of Belgium 
(New York, 1935), pp. 108 ff. ; Beyens, Deux Annees a Berlin , igi 2-igi 4 (Paris, 
1931), Vol. II, pp. 38-43; R. Poincar^, Memoirs. 
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and on her repeated provocative acts, and asserted that war 
was not only inevitable but imminent -nearer than the Belgian king 
thought. France’s introduction of three years’ military service was 
an unfriendly act, and all France was filled with thirst for revanche. 
King Albert made no concessions. It is a matter of controversy what 
part the British Expeditionary Force (of four to six divisions) played 
in the German General Staff’s calculations. On the one hand, the 
soldiers rated the effectiveness of Britain’s military contribution low, 
and thought they would be able ‘to deal with it en passant they also 
hoped to conclude the war on land fast enough to make a blockade 
ineffective. The civilians, on the other hand, thought that Britain’s 
entry into the war might have serious consequences and were anx- 
ious to keep her neutral, at least for a time. The continuance of the 
conversations with London on colonial and Near Eastern questions 
was one of the means by which they hoped to achieve this end. 

World Policy Without War 

The last attempt made by Germany before the war to conduct an 
expansive ‘world policy’ by acquiring a continuous colonial empire 
in central Africa had shown her that her objectives were not to be 
attained without a fundamental re-grouping of the contractual and 
sentimental relations between France, Britain and Russia. The Hal- 
dane Mission constituted another attempt to force Britain out of the 
hostile alliance, and although the naval and political conversations 
failed, those on the colonial question were carried further in negotia- 
tions for the revision of the treaty of August 30, 1898, between Bri- 
tain and Germany on a ‘partition’ of the Portuguese colonies. 1 That 
treaty, although concluded within the framework of the general 
efforts to reach a rapprochement which marked that period, had yet, as 
Britain saw it, been extracted from her as compensation for possible 
increases of her own power, and Germany’s frequent threats ulti- 
mately to turn to France and Russia had finally resulted in estrange- 
ment and mutal offence when Britain -disloyally, as the Germans 
thought-concluded with Portugal the secret Treaty of Windsor 
which confirmed the ancient Anglo-Portuguese alliance and thus in 
practice excluded any partition -which could in any case only have 
taken place in the event of a Portuguese financial collapse. The 
negotiations, which opened in 1912, ended on October 21, 1913, 
with the initialling of a final draft of a revised agreement in the same 
form as that of 1898, providing that the customs receipts from the 
colony of Mozambique south of latitude 16 and of Angola east of 
longitude 20 should be applied to the service of British loans to 

1 Grosse Politik , Vols. 14, 31, 37- 1 , and British Docs Vol. X. 
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Portugal and those from the rest of those colonies to the service of 
German loans (in the event of a subsequent occupation of Mozam- 
bique the port of that name would thus have gone to Germany). 
Britain further declared herself uninterested in the islands of S. 
Thome and Principe. As in 1898, speculation on bankruptcy by 
Portugal was uncertain; moreover, the two powers in any case 
pledged one another to joint acting, which meant that the implica- 
tion of the agreement would depend on the state of Anglo-German 
relations. The British government, which was uninterested in the 
question and only carried on the negotiations pro forma in order to 
show the opposition that relations with Germany were not being 
neglected, wanted the new treaty abolished, together with the old 
treaty and the Treaty of Windsor; the German government was 
against this course, fearing with Jagow that the German public 
would feel that Germany had been over-reached. Stumm, then Head 
of the Political Section of the Foreign Ministry, pointed out Ger- 
many was not assured of her railway concession from Benguela in 
southern Angola to Katanga in the Belgian Congo because the part 
of Angola assigned by the treaty to Britain came between the part of 
Angola assigned to Germany and Katanga. Britain, for her part, 
found herself subjected to increasing remonstrations from France 
for having permitted Germany further access to the Congo basin 
without consulting Paris, and Grey consequently lost interest in 
seeing agreement reached. The German government, on the other 
hand, which feared that publication of the agreement might en- 
danger the Chancellor’s own position, wanted it signed as soon as 
possible, and when it failed to secure this, told the British govern- 
ment, in extremely sharp terms, that it regarded itself as ‘morally 
bound’ by the initialled text-a declaration which Grey ostenta- 
tiously left unanswered. Bethmann Hollweg’s readiness to make con- 
cessions, and his simultaneous insistence on this question and on that 
of the Baghdad Railway, were characteristic of his political concep- 
tions and of the hopes that, as late as the spring of 1914, he pinned 
on keeping the contact with Britain unbroken. On July 28, 1914, 
itself, when the crisis was at its height, Lichnowsky received instruc- 
tions authorising him to continue the Angola negotiations (Britain 
was to ‘push through’ Portugal’s consent to the German concession 
for a railway to run up-country from Benguela). 

After the negotiations over the Portuguese colonies, the Anglo- 
German conversations were chiefly concerned with attempts to reach 
i settlement in the Near East. 1 Turkey’s first railway concession to 

1 There is a voluminous literature on the Railway question. See, inter alia , 
Edward Mead Earle, Turkey , the Great Powers and the Baghdad Railway , 1923', John 
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Germany had been granted, and a beginning made with the con- 
struction of a railway starting from Constantinople and planned to 
run to Baghdad, while Bismarck was still in office. The concession 
to extend the line to Baghdad was granted in 1899, and in 1903 a 
supplementary agreement authorised the construction of a further 
line from Baghdad to a point on the Persian Gulf. This extension 
touched the British zone of interest in Kuwait, and objections from 
Britain now added to those already coming from Russia against 
plotting the line so far north in Anatolia. It was only in 1910, on the 
occasion of the Tsar’s visit to Potsdam, that Russia could be de- 
tached from this hostile complication, but there was no similar 
detente with Britain, who had not only increased her influence in 
Turkey after the Young Turk revolution but had also secured recog- 
nition of her interest in Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf, and a 
concession to carry out irrigation works between the Euphrates and 
the Tigris for which Germany had already submitted designs. 

On top of all this, British capital began in 1909 to take an inten- 
sive interest in the Mesopotamian oilfields. There had been moves 
in this direction as early as 1901 ; the Deutsche Bank had also asked 
for oil concessions as security for Germany’s loans for the construc- 
tion of the Baghdad Railway. As Germany’s second bank, the Dis- 
conto-Gesellschaft, had just secured large oil concessions in Rumania, 
with better marketing prospects, the Deutsche Bank did not take up 
the concessions received by it in 1903 for making borings, nor the 
option which it had secured in 1904 on Baghdad-Mosul oil with the 
prospect of a four years’ nonopoly. Up to 1909 German concessions 
confronted British capital. Sir Ernest Cassel then founded the 
National Bank of Turkey, the chief purpose of which was to estab- 
lish a concern uniting the two interests, and a new phase of the 
struggle for Turkish oil opened. After prolonged negotiations with 
the great oil companies, Cassel achieved his objective in 1912 in the 
shape of the Turkish Petrol Company. The real political significance 
of this manoeuvre became apparent in 1913. The Anglo-Persian 
Oil Company, with the official support of the British government, 
took over both Cassel’s share and the greater part of the holding of 
the Royal Dutch-Shell, which, after the resignation of its agent 

B. Wolf, Diplomatic History of the Baghdad Railway (New York, 1936), 2nd ed. 
(Northampton, 1 947) . On the general complex of questions see also W. W. Gottlieb, 
Studies in Secret Diplomacy (Cambridge, 1958). Bethmann Hollweg to Lichnowsky, 
April 24, 1913, Grosse Politik, 37, Nos. 14, 731 ; this contains also the second memor- 
andum from the Deutsche Bank to the Foreign Ministry, signed by Gwinner and 
dated May 3, 1913. On the oil question, Stephen Hensley Longrigg, Oil in the 
Middle East , its Discovery and Development , 1st ed., 1954, 2nd ed., 1955; see also 
British Docs ., XII, Nos. 139, 140, Parker, August 19-20, 1913, on British oil interests, 
in conversation with Ktihlmann. 
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Gulbenkian, and a sharp conflict with the Deutsche Bank, sided 
with Britain. The Deutsche Bank was thus isolated. At the same time 
the extension of the Baghdad Railway became dependent on 
whether the British government (which in 1914 had officially be- 
come a participant in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company) gave its con- 
sent to an increase in the Turkish tariff duties, on which again the 
guarantee of the railway loans depended. As, however, Britain could 
not induce Turkey to transfer the Deutsche Bank’s concession to her- 
self, a compromise was reached by founding a new concern, in which 
British influence was preponderant. The credit for this agreement 
must go primarily to the German government. Although the treaty 
was disadvantageous to Germany, Bethmann Hollweg, on Kiihl- 
mann’s advice, persuaded the Deutsche Bank to accept it as a matter 
of policy. 

In the negotiations which went on from May, 1913 onward, 
Britain’s chief interest, both strategic and economic, was to prevent 
the Baghdad Railway from being extended farther south than Basra. 
Germany gave way on this point, stipulating that Britain should pay 
for making the Shatt el Arab navigable, in order to allow the move- 
ment of goods from the terminus of the railway to the Persian Gulf ; 
in return a new British company, connected with the Indian Navi- 
gation Company, was founded, and was given the monopoly of ship- 
ping on the Tigris and the Euphrates. The Deutsche Bank was 
represented on this company’s board of directors. The agreement 
was highly advantageous to Britain, and Baffin, Director of the Ham- 
burg-America Line, protested against it, but vainly. 

The agreements on the railway, the ports on the Persian Gulf and 
the irrigation of Mesopotamia show how strongly Germany was 
endeavouring to reach an understanding -and ultimately an ‘alli- 
ance’ -with Britain, even at the cost of sacrifice. In these fields Ger- 
many was unmistakably willing to play the junior partner to Bri- 
tain as a world power. German public opinion, on the other hand, 
in the knowledge of the nation’s power and economic potential, was 
not prepared to accept such a position: it claimed nothing short of 
fully independent status, equal to England’s, America’s and Russia’s. 

The Crisis of German Imperialism 

The signature of the Treaty of Bucharest in August, 1913, con- 
cluding the Second Balkan War, seemed to initiate a period of 
general detente. The German Emperor sent an open telegram to King 
Carol of Rumania, the author of the peace, welcoming it with an 
enthusiasm which was due in considerable part to the fact that it had, 
thanks to Wilhelm’s support, brought his other Balkan friend, King 
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Constantine of Greece, a gain in the shape of the long-desired port of 
Kavalla. The Danubian Monarchy, however, unlike Germany, re- 
garded this peace as by no means a basis for further developments 
of the Balkan question but rather as a set-back for the Monarchy, 
bringing as it did gains in territory and prestige to the Monarchy’s 
adversary in chief, Serbia. Berchtold accordingly immediately set 
about trying to get the dispositions laid down at Bucharest revised. 
Austria, in contradistinction to Germany, wanted to bring about the 
formation of a bloc consisting of Bulgaria, Austria-Hungary and 
Albania, which would force Serbia to come to terms with Austria. 
Germany’s aims were not, at bottom, any different, but Wilhelm at- 
tached special weight to an understanding between Greece, Turkey, 
Rumania and Germany. These latent tensions grew more acute 
when, as an effect of the Second Balkan War, the great powers began 
to increase their armies and to resume their rivalry for influence over 
the Balkan states and Turkey in the now familiar form of loans 
(armament and other) to governments, carrying with them orders 
for industries in the greater states. In the autumn of 1913 Germany 
lost to France, which was able to mobilise massive capital resources 
in support of her political moves, much of the ground which she had 
acquired in the course of decades in Rumania, Greece, Serbia and 
Turkey. Since, however, Germany’s capital coverage had become 
extremely thin in 1913, and the Reich was no longer able herself to 
produce all the loans for which the Balkans were asking, she was in- 
creasingly forced to take precautions to prevent Austria-Hungary 
from slipping over into the Entente camp. The danger became very 
real at the end of the year, when both Turkey and Austria-Hungary 
began looking round the western money-markets and enlisting En- 
tente capital for their policies. On top of this, Britain concluded the 
‘Dock Agreement’ with Turkey, which secured her the construction 
of the vessels (both civilian and military) in which Turkey was in- 
vesting, with repairs and coastal fortifications. This agreement 
horrified the German dockyard and munitions industries, for it sig- 
nalled an obvious decline of Germany’s economic and political in- 
fluence in Turkey. Germany’s nervousness was enhanced when she 
lost orders in Rumania to Italy, for here again, as earlier in Greece, 
the discrepancy between Germany’s pretensions and her resources 
had become glaring. And although it was only a relatively small 
number of specialist firms in Germany that were directly affected - 
for example, the Deutsche Bank and Philipp Holzmann for railway 
construction, or the Dresdner Bank, Krupp, the Rheinische Waf- 
fenfabrike and Mauser-Rottwell for armaments orders-yet the in- 
terests of these firms were regarded by the Foreign Ministry, and still 
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more by the Emperor, as so essential to the Reich that the Ministry 
often acted as their agent and the Emperor himself personally inter- 
vened on their behalf. 

Disappointment over the situation in the Balkans and Turkey, the 
tension between Austria-Hungary and Serbia over the Southern 
Slav question in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and further tension between 
Austria-Hungary and Rumania, forced Austria and Germany apart. 
Encircled by the Entente, Germany saw her isolation becoming more 
and more total. The consequence was that when, in October 1913, 
the Austro-Serbian conflict threatened once again to lead to active 
hostilities -this time over Serbia’s thrust to the Adriatic -Zimmer- 
mann, whose voice was the decisive one in the Foreign Ministry, 
tried to prevent a European conflagration from breaking out ‘ at 
that moment ’ by giving Austria stronger support. He sent several tele- 
grams to Vienna, London and Belgrade saying that Germany was 
taking ‘a firm attitude’, and publicly announced that the establish- 
ment of a viable Albania was a vital interest of her ally, Austria. He 
hoped that these gestures, like Germany’s invocation of her ‘shining 
armour’ in 1909, would bring Austria back into close association 
with Germany, and he hoped too that Russia would not at that junc- 
ture want to see another conflict between the Slav brothers, Serbia 
and Bulgaria, and that she was still unprepared for war- as was Ger- 
many herself. At the same time the Emperor, whose Near Eastern 
policy was becoming an increasing danger to the solidity of the 
Triple Alliance, was taken firmly in hand by the military during the 
September manoeuvres in Silesia, and ‘urgently counselled’ to give 
up his dynastic policy. Wilhelm yielded. Germany backed Austria’, 
ultimatum to Serbia of October 16. When the Emperor met Conrad 
at the unveiling of the memorial to the ‘Battle of the Peoples’ in 
Leipzig, he told him-reversing what Moltke had said in the pre- 
vious spring-T shall march with you’; and he again assured this 
Austrian advocate of a preventive war that Germany would march 
against Russia too, if she tried to intervene in an Austro-Serbian con- 
flict. This event, however, was precisely what Germany hoped to 
avoid by stressing the German-Austrian alliance. The Emperor 
adjured Conrad: 

The others are not ready, they will do nothing to stop you. You must be in 
Belgrade within a few days. I was always in favour of peace; but that has its 
limits. I have read a lot about war, and know what it means. But in the end 
situations arise in which a great power can no longer stand aside; it must 
grasp the sword . 1 

1 Conrad III, pp. 469 f., see also Grosse Politik, Vol. 36, I, pp. 387 fn., October 
18, 1913. 
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A few days later, Wilhelm met the Austrian heir to the throne, 
Franz Ferdinand, in Konopischt. Here the Emperor was back on his 
old Near Eastern line, for he knew that Franz Ferdinand had op- 
posed, although vainly, the despatch of the ultimatum to Serbia on 
October 16. Franz Ferdinand was against the policy of the military 
and the court party, the Hungarians and the clericals, and wanted 
to take the wind out of the sails of the Southern Slav movement by 
reforming the internal structure of the Monarchy, not by force. The 
monarch and the heir to the throne were thus able to reach an under- 
standing on ‘the final aims of the policy followed by both realms’ 
and to register ‘complete identity of their policies’. Wilhelm here 
completely ignored the problem of Bulgaria; he only emphasised 
that ‘in view of the danger of all Slav elements in the Balkans com- 
bining’ it was necessary ‘to reach a relationship of confidence and 
intimacy with the non-Slavonic Balkan States’, viz. Rumania and 
Greece. Serbia would then have to adhere willy-nilly. The principle 
would apply: ‘and wouldst thou not freely, I must thee compel. 1 
The Emperor had thus reverted to his old list of priorities, dis- 
regarding the hopes of Austria, which Berchtold in particular was 
pinning strongly on Bulgaria. 

A few days later Wilhelm visited Berchtold in Vienna. On that 
occasion he depicted Germany’s policy entirely in the light of the 
conflict between her and Russia, declaring that since the accession 
of Alexander III Germany ‘had had to reckon with a power which 
is hostile to us, bent on our destruction, and one in which quite 
other elements than the Emperor are in control’. ‘War between East 
and West,’ he told Berchtold, ‘was bound to come sooner or later,’ 
for this was an open challenge to the leading Slav Power ‘in a world- 
historical process of the order of the Great Migrations.’ For that 
reason Serbia must be completely subordinated to the Monarchy, or 
incorporated in it, no matter how: ‘If His Majesty the Emperor 
Franz Joseph expresses a wish, the Serbian government must con- 
form, and if it does not do so, Belgrade will be bombarded and occ- 
upied until His Majesty’s wish is fulfilled.’ Wilhelm assured the Aus- 
trian minister that in the coming life-and-death struggle, ‘I shall 
stand behind you, and am prepared to draw the sword whenever 
your moves make it necessary’. At the end of the conversation, 
Berchtold said that the Emperor’s utterances could be summed up 
in the words: ‘Whatever comes from the Foreign Ministry in Vienna 
will be taken by him (Wilhelm) as an order.’ 2 Berchtold had thereby 

1 Report in private letter from Szogy^ny to Berchtold, November 4, 1913; 
Oe.U. Aussenpolitik , Vol. VII, No. 89341 . 

2 Berchtold’s report dated October 28, 1915 on conversation with Wilhelm II on 
October 26, 1913, Oe.U. Aussenpolitik , Vol. VII, No. 8934. 

44 



THE CRISIS OF GERMAN IMPERIALISM 



got what he wanted : Germany’s unconditional support for Austria’s 
policy. Germany too had achieved her purpose: 1913 had passed 
without a world conflagration, the Triple Alliance seemed to have 
recovered its solidity, and the Emperor has not yet been forced to 
give up his hope of a league of the non-Slavonic peoples of the Bal- 
kans under German patronage. 

Thus in October and November, 1913, Germany believed that 
she had re-attached Austria to herself quite firmly by her fortissimo 
protestations of Nibelung loyalty, and after the conclusion of the 
Treaty of Bucharest in the latter month, she fondly believed that she 
had secured Turkey, Rumania and Greece for allies. Yet at the end 
of the year it became apparent that all the financial resources which 
she could muster were still insufficient to produce the loans which 
the Balkan states demanded as a kind of guarantee of their political 
and economic support. In December the embattled capital of the 
Paris market met and unhorsed Wilhelm II’s Hohenzollern dynastic 
policy. The plainest proof of this was given by the king of the Hel- 
lenes’ journey to Berlin and Paris. In Berlin he was presented with a 
field-marshal’s baton, but Germany’s money-bags were empty. In 
Paris he had no recourse but to accept a French loan on the usual 
conditions, drawing a veil over his Berlin speeches, in which he had 
attributed the victories of the Greek troops to the training which they 
had received from German instructors. At the same time the Prime 
Ministers of Serbia (Pasic), Greece (Venizelos) and Rumania (Take 
Ionescu) met, either en route for Petersburg or in conference in Bucha- 
rest, to conclude a new Balkan League which was both anti-Austrian 
and anti-German. 

The autumn’s moves included Germany’s last attempt to stop 
Turkey, completely exhausted as she was by the two Balkan Wars 
and in crying need of money, from moving over into the Western 
camp, by securing an influence over her army with the help of Enver 
Pasha, who had been trained in German military academies. The 
appointment of the German General Liman von Sanders to be the 
new Instructor General to the Turkish army and commander of the 
Constantinople Army Corps failed, however, to bring Germany the 
increased influence for which she had looked; it came rather within 
a hair’s breadth of provoking war. 1 Germany hoped that even this 
crisis would turn to her advantage: she hoped to be able to make 
capital out of the Anglo-Russian tension and thus detach Britain 
from France and Russia. But this hope, too, proved unfounded. In 
the end Britain made common cause with France and Russia against 

1 Grosse Politik 38, c. CGXC. 
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Germany. Isolated, Germany had to retreat, and it was only with 
great difficulty that she succeeded in saving her face by getting Liman 
von Sanders appointed a Turkish field-marshal, with functions 
limited to those of military adviser. 

If Germany’s intentions, as made apparent in the Liman von 
Sanders affair, entailed a risk of war, the new tone of German policy 
and the change which had come over her methods since October 13 
were even more marked in the case of Major Kubel’s mission to 
Turkey. 1 This was a characteristic example of what was possible 
under the German constitution. Kiibelwas sent to Turkey under orders 
from the general staff, issued without the knowledge of the Imperial 
Chancellor, the Foreign Office, or even the German ambassador in 
Constantinople, with the mission of adapting the Turkish railway 
system to the demands of war within six months. The major’s ex- 
ceedingly brusque behaviour, which was always defended by the no 
less high-handed Liman von Sanders, was strongly resented both by 
the Turkish government and the Deutsche Bank, the financial power 
behind the Baghdad Railway Company. The last bastion of German 
influence in Turkey was threatened. Bethmann Hollweg’s reaction 
expressed by him directly to the Emperor, was correspondingly 
vigorous. He insisted that the mission of Liman and his subordinate 
was ‘not an end in itself, but a means to an end’ ; for what advantage 
would Germany have from a reorganised Turkish army if Turkey 
herself were lost politically? ‘We have no inducement to whet the 
Turkish sabres for the benefit of France or Russia’ -and the be- 
haviour of the German officers had made this a very real danger. 
The Emperor thought that German influence in Turkey was at that 
juncture ‘already as good as nil’. The Turks ‘had set their course for 
Russo-French waters, where there is money. . . . We can’t keep Tur- 
key moored up to us, because we have no money.’ And he repeated, 
once again: ‘they’re no longer moored up to us.’ The German am- 
bassador was being told lies, the Young Turk government was defi- 
nitely approaching the Entente. 

In fact Turkey received a large state loan from France in the 
spring of 19 14. 2 Germany had no longer been able to satisfy all the 
Turkish demands, so that the whole transaction went to France, 
which received enormous concessions most clearly detrimental to 
German interests. 

In May, 1914, while the German-Turkish military and financial 
negotiations were in progress, a sharp difference broke out between 
the most important German business groups interested in the Near 

1 Hallgarten, Imp II. 

2 Grosse Politik , 37, c. CCLXXXVI. 
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East, with Krupp and the Dresdner Bank on the one side and the 
Deutsche Bank and the Baghdad Railway on the other. Krupp asked 
for a loan of 120 million marks, to be raised on the Berlin market, 
for its armaments transactions. Such a loan, however, would have 
overloaded the market with Turkish paper and have threatened the 
stability of Baghdad Railway stock. Furthermore, over and above 
purely economic considerations, the security of the Baghdad Rail- 
way was being increasingly threatened by the Anglo-German nego- 
tiations, which were coming more and more to revolve round tariffs, 
indirect taxes and concessions (the guarantees for the interest 
loan), again with the immediate effect of making the placing of the 
Baghdad Railway’s stock more difficult. The grave disquiet with 
which the big banks, particularly the Deutsche Bank, were viewing 
the situation in the early summer of 1914 is reflected in a hand 
written note attached by Helfferich to a memorandum by the 
Deutsche Bank. On May 29, 1914, he wrote for Zimmermann’s 
attention : 

As things are going, everything is at stake for Baghdad. . . . Not one man 
on our board can take the responsibility of going one step further with the 
advances for the construction of the Baghdad Railway without certain pros- 
pect that a Baghdad loan will come in the very near future. If the market is 
upset for us by Bulgarian or Turkish armaments loans we shall have to shut 
up shop. 

The bankers’ sensation of threatening catastrophe could not have 
been expressed more clearly and openly, for a stoppage of work on 
the railway, with which they threatened the government, would not 
only have dealt a devastating blow to German prestige in Turkey: 
t would have ruined the strategic plans which depended on the com- 
pletion of the railway, and would have made Major Kiibel’s mission 
purposeless. German imperialism found itself caught in a painful 
dilemma between the armaments deal, which had become essential 
to the overgrown heavy industry, and the railway deal, on which 
the prestige and the real influence of Germany in Turkey depended. 
The Foreign Ministry decided in favour of the Deutsche Bank. It 
took over the loan alone, Krupp’s got a share, the Dresdner Bank 
had to withdraw. Once more, with the greatest difficulty, Germany’s 
economic expansion in the East had -apparently -been assured. On 
June 13, 1914, just a fortnight before Sarajevo, Gwinner, the Chair- 
man of Directors of the Deutsche Bank, wrote to his Emperor : 

We felt obliged to undertake this sacrifice [sc., of making big uncovered 
advances for the continuation and acceleration of the construction] because 
it was all-important to show our strength to the Powers which are unfriendly 
to the railway, and because to halt construction, which would have been the 
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right thing to do from the purely business and financial point of view, would 
have been interpreted by our enemies as meaning that Germany’s financial 
resources were insufficient to carry through this great work. 

In 1914 Germany also took pains, on grounds of policy and prestige, 
to arrange with the Disconto-Gesellschaft to satisfy Bulgaria’s wishes 
for a loan. 

In spite of these successes, however, Germany’s position in the 
Balkans was endangered, as were the prime objectives of her im- 
perial aspirations in the Near East. Against Germany’s success in 
Bulgaria had to be set gains by France and Russia in Serbia, Ruma- 
nia and Greece. Her success in Turkey was more than outweighed 
by the British ‘Dock Agreement’. Now the more Germany’s enter- 
prises ran aground and the more her cards got over-trumped in the 
international imperialist game between the powers, the louder grew 
the cry that she should break out from the threatened encirclement 
before it was complete ; and this demand was further stimulated by 
the internal tensions which had come completely to dominate Ger- 
man public opinion since the Zabern incident. The Emperor, who 
had hesitated in 1905-6 and 191 1, himself thought that the moment 
had now arrived which, ever since 1907, he had described as the 
critical point in Franco-German relations: he minuted a despatch 
on the threat of French competition in the Near East: 

Envy, envy, envy; everyone is envious of us. But the Gauls, in particular, 
must be taught quite plainly that they are not to presume that the Entente 
with Britain allows them to amuse themselves by trying to unseat us in the 
Near East. These are vital interests , the defence of which is all-important. I will 
fight for them , if need be. 

Whether, in spite of his big words, the Emperor would really fight 
if things became serious was doubted by many, not least by the army. 
Who knew whether the monarch would not ‘swallow his words’, as 
Moltke put it, once again, and Germany slink away from another 
conflict with her tail between her legs ? Since, however, both general 
staffs, the Austrian under Conrad and the German under Moltke, 
expected an international crisis in 1914- ‘probability ofwar’-it be- 
came a question of supreme importance to know what attitude the 
imperial master would take up and how Germany’s plans for the 
advance in the west could be co-ordinated with Austria-Hungary’s 
interests in the Balkans. The work of the general staff therefore early 
concentrated on the question whether Russia would ‘strike’, as Con- 
rad thought very probable when the Duma received the news of the 
Liman von Sanders mission with such great excitement. 1 The pos- 



1 Conrad, III, p. 670. 
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sibility did not displease him, for the earlier Russia struck, the better 
would the position be for the Central Powers, since ‘our situation is 
not improving’. Moltke agreed with him when the two men met on 
May 12, 1914, for the last time before the outbreak of war. He too 
admitted ‘that any delay reduces our chances, for we cannot com- 
pete with Russia when it is a question of masses’. The soldier, unlike 
the Chancellor, held the possibility of a settlement with Britain to be 
illusory; he was convinced that if a major conflagration came, Bri- 
tain would side with France and Russia-as the emperor put it, that 
the Anglo-Saxons would side with the Gauls and the Slavs. He 
therefore told Conrad, with a dig at his government’s illusions, that 
‘ unfortunately , our people are still expecting a declaration from England that 
she will not join in. England will never make that declaration’. Never- 
theless, twenty-five days before Sarajevo, the Emperor was still fully 
supporting Bethmann Hollweg’s policy : he instructed the Chancellor 
that in his handling of the press feuds with Russia and France, the 
tension between Austria-Hungary, Serbia and Rumania, the Tsar’s 
proposed visit to KingCarol in Constanta, and not least the general 
situation in the Balkans and Turkey, he must clarify our relations with 
England ’. For ‘chapter three of the Balkan War will soon open, and 
in it we shall all be concerned. Hence Russia’s and France’s colossal 
preparations for war.’ 

As late as March, 1914, when Conrad, in conversation with 
Tschirschky, had asked his regular question whether it would not 
be better for the Central Powers for the great Teuton-Slav conflict 
to come sooner rather than later, the ambassador had answered that 
this was certainly so, but ‘there are two highly-placed obstacles: 
your Archduke Franz Ferdinand and my Emperor’. Conrad agreed 
completely with Tschirschky; he took the same view of the policy of 
both Germany and Austria as dictated ‘on the highest levels’. He 
regretted the attitude which had so often allowed the possibility of 
warlike action to pass unutilised, or had insisted on yielding. He also 
concurred when the ambassador went on to say that these two men, 
the Archduke and the Emperor Wilhelm, ‘would only decide for war 
under compulsion and it faced with a fait accompli ; it would have to 
be a situation in which there was no alternative but to ‘strike’.’ ‘I 
replied,’ wrote Conrad, ‘that in view of the Franco-Russo-Austro- 
Hungarian-Anglo-and German imperial policies, which in 19 10- 12 
had increasingly chosen the Balkans as the object of their political 
activity, complications were always threatening in the Balkans 
which could create such a situation. 1 

‘Such a situation’ came into being with the Sarajevo assassination. 

1 Id., p.597. 
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GERMANY 

AND THE OUTBREAK OF WAR 

THE MISCALCULATION ON BRITISH NEUTRALITY 

I n spite of all the surface calm, the feeling, or conviction, that a great 
European conflict could not be long postponed had become general 
in Europe. Germany found herself, as Moltke put ij/‘in a condition 
of hopeless isolation/ which was growing ever more hopeless’. Her 
confidence in the invincibility of her military strength had been 
deeply shaken by the increases in the French and Russian armies (of 
which the latter would in 1917 reach its maximum peacetime 
strength of 2,200,000 men), 1 and the idea of a ‘preventive war’ was 
acquiring an increasing appeal, especially in military circles. ‘We 
are ready, and the sooner it comes, the better for us,’ said Moltke on 
June 1, 1914. 2 At about the same time, Moltke asked Jagow to pr e- 
cipitate a preventive war as soon as possible. Jagow refused, but ad- 
mitted later that he had never wholly excluded the idea of a preven- 
tive war and that Moltke’s words had influenced him during the 
crisis of July-August 19 14. 3 Another element of danger was the fact 
that Conservative circles had come, especially since the Reichstag 
elections of 1912, to regard warji^aJiempeni^ and 

calculated to strengthen the Prusso-German state. Bethmann Holl- 
weg, who in December, 1913, had already rejected the suggestion 
passed on to him by the crown prince, and emanating from the pan- 
Germans, that a coup d'etat should be carried out against the Social 
Democrats, 4 spoke out again just six months later against these specu- 

1 Gerhard Ritter, Staatskunst und Kriegshandwerk , Vol. 2. Die Hauptmdchte Europas 
und das Wilhelminische Reich (1890-191 4) (Munich, i960), p. 279. Ritter’s quotation 
repeats Moltke’s political arguments in his memorandum to the Chancellor (Rk) 
of 19 1 1 and December 1912; Moltke went over his second memorandum with 
Ludendorff. The total strength of the Russian army was to stand at i -8 millions in 
the summer of 1917, and at 2*2 millions in the winter, it being proposed that the 
first classes of reservists should regularly be kept with the colours. 

2 Eckardstein, Lebenserinnerungen , Vol. 3 (Leipzig, 1921), p. 184. 

3 H. Pogge-v. Strandmann and Imanuel Geiss, Die Erforderlichkeit des Unmo- 
glichen , Hamburger Studien zur neueren Geschichte, No. 2 (Frankfurt, 1965), 
p. 66. A recent find makes it clear that even Bethmann Hollweg, at least in Febru- 
ary, 1918, thought in his enforced retirement that ‘in a certain sense’ the war was 
a ‘preventive war’, since his generals had urged him that success would no longer 
be likely two years later. Cf. Wolfgang Steglich, Die Friedenspolitik der Mittelmdchte 
1917-18, Vol. I (Wiesbaden, 1964), p. 418, n. 3. 

4 Cf. Pogge and Geiss, op. cit., pp. 18-26. 
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lations on the internal political consequences of a war. He told 
Lerchenfield, the Bavarian minister, at the beginning of June, 1914, 
that: 

There were still circles in the Reich which looked to war to bring about an 
improvement, in the conservative sense, of internal conditions in Germany. 
He thought that the effects would be the exact opposite; a world war, with 
its incalculable consequences, would greatly increase the power of Social 
Democracy, because it had preached peace, and would bring down many a 
throne . 1 

A month later the Chancellor agreed on foreign-political and 
military grounds to take the risk of a great war, while recognising - 
unlike the Conservatives -that the war could not be carried on with- 
out the co-operation of Social Democracy. 

Sarajevo, the Hoyos Mission and Germany’s Blank Cheque 

The news of the murder of the heir to the Austro-Hungarian 
throne evoked indignation and consternation throughout Europe, 
but there was no feeling that it must inevitably lead to a European 
crisis. The reactions were mixed in the Monarchy itself. There was 
genuine mourning; but a close observer could not fail to note that 
wide circles in the Monarchy felt^/indisguised relie^at the death of 
the man who meant to put through some sort of trialist or federalist 
reorganisation of the Monarchy favourable to its Slavonic elements. 
Besides the Germans and Magyars, who had felt their dominating 
positions threatened by Franz Ferdinand, and besides the Emperor 
Franz Joseph, who had never forgiven his nephew his morganatic 
marriage, there was also a third group in the Monarchy who wel- 
comed the archduke’s death, because they saw in it an opportunity 
to settle accounts once and for all with Serbia by a war in which 
Germany would be behind them. The spokesman of this group was 
Baron Conrad von Hotzendorf, Chief of the Austro-Hungarian 
General Staff. 

Although since 1912 Conrad had described the idea of a military 
reckoning with Serbia as a va banque gamble, if it had to be risked 
without the support of Rumania-on which he had counted confi- 
dently in 1 905 -and with a stronger Russia, only a few days after the 
murder he thought that the conflict with Serbia, bad as its prospects 
were, could no longer be avoided, and immediately the news reached 
him he told the Austro-Hungarian Foreign Minister, Berchtold, that 
Austria should mobilise; she should ‘cut through the knot’, or her 

1 Bayrische Dokumente zum Kriegsausbruch und zum Versailler Schuldspruch, 3rd ed., 
Munich, 1925, No. 1 : Lerchenfeld to Herding, June 4, 1914. For the July crisis see 
also the collection of documents edited by Imanuel Geiss, Julikrise und Kriegsaus- 
bruch 1914 , 2 vols. (Hanover, 1963-4). 
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prestige would be gone for ever and her position among the great 
powers be irretrievably lost. 1 But even this thruster, when he tried 
to persuade the hesitant diplomats, Berchtold and his assistant, 
Forgach, to adopt the military solution, was not willing to risk war 
without aflnrm promise of help from Germany: The Emperor was for 
taking the risk. Tisza, the Hungarian Prime Minister, was more 
doubtful than Berchtold himself; the political situation was un- 
favourable, Russia too strong, public opinion unprepared. The final 
decision thus depended on Germany’s attitude. Both the German 
ambassador in Vienna, von Tschirschky, and Zimmermann, the 
Under-Secretary of State in the Foreign Ministry (Jagow, his chief, 
was away on his honeymoon) were at first very reserved and coun- 
selled moderation. 2 

But this policy of hesitancy was ab ruptly al tered by Wilhelm II, 
who was outraged that the ambassador should take so much upon 
himself. By July 4 the Emperor was all for ‘settling accounts with 
Serbia 5 . ‘Tschirschky will be so good as to drop this nonsense. We 
must finish with the Serbs, quickly .’ 3 With his famous words ‘now or 
never 5 the Emperor laid down the general course of Germany’s policy 
for the next weeks. From that hour Tschirschky and Zimmermann 
were among the most decided advocates of a hard policy towards 
Serbia. 

This reversal of attitude came as no surprise to Austria-Hungary. 
On July 1 the German publicist Victor Naumann, 4 a confidant of 
the German Foreign Ministry, had been in Vienna and had talked 
to Count Hojos, the permanent head of the Austro-Hungarian 
Foreign Ministry, to whom he had given an illuminating sketch of 
the mentality then prevailing in leading political circles of Germany. 
The conversation was afterwards officially described as having been 
purely private; what made it so important was that Germany’s ac- 
tual behaviour in the July crisis exactly confirmed Naumann’s pro- 
phecies. The heads of the services thought the Triple Alliance ‘not 
strong enough at present 5 , but the adherents of the idea of a preven- 
tive war were growing steadily, both in the army and navy, and in the 

1 Id., p. 293. 

2 German Documents on the Outbreak of the War ( DD ), ed. Count Max Montgelas 
and Walter Schi’icking, Vol. 1, Doc. No. 7, Tschirschky to Rk., June 30; on 
Zimmermann’s attitude cf. Luigi Albertini, The Origins of the War of 1914, Vol 2, 
The Crisis of July 1914 , London, etc., 1953, p. 137. 

3 Marginal notes by the Emperor on Tschirschky’s report, cf. n. 3, DD. 

4 Victor Naumann was a friend of the then Prime Minister of Bavaria, Herding, 
for whom he often made semi-official journeys to the Court in Vienna; Oesterreich- 
Ungams Aussenpolitik, Von der bosnischen Krise 1908 bis zum Kriegsausbruch 1914 
(quoted as OeU), ed. Ludwig Bittner and Hans Uebersberger, Vol. VIII, Vienna 
and Leipzig, 1930, Doc. No. 9966, Note by Hojos. 
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Foreign Ministry. This ‘idea’ was also supported by a second con- 
sideration. It was hoped that the Anglo-German settlement in Africa 
had ‘made it certain that Britain would not intervene in a Euro- 
pean war’. Naumann openly counselled military action against 
Serbia. The Triple Alliance was strong, Britairj^ould-Be neutral. 
The Foreign Ministry, as he knew from von Stumm, would certainly 
not oppose it, and -the fourth favourable factor -the Emperor 
would not shrink from war, as he had in the Moroccan crises. More- 
over, public opinion would force the Foreign Ministry to let things 
take their course. 

On July 4 the Austrian Foreign Ministry had been unofficially 
informed by Tschirschky, through an homme de confiance of the Ger- 
man embassy, that ‘Germany would support the Monarchy through 
thick and thin, whatever action it decided to take against Serbia. 
The sooner Austria-Hungary struck, the bette r.* 

Since~Conrad’s plans for war against Serbia were dependent on 
Germany’s support, the first essential for Vienna was to secure 
official information on Germany’s definitive intentions. Count 
Hoyos was sent to Berlin to obtain this. On July 5 he handed 
Szogyeny, the Austro-Hungarian ambassador in Berlin, two docu- 
ments: a memorandum, compiled by Tisza, on the situation of the 
Monarchy, coupled with a proposal that advantage should be taken 
of the Serbian question to attach Bulgaria to the Triple Alliance, 
and a letter in Franz Joseph’s own hand to the effect that the only 
way of saving the Monarchy from being swallowed up in the ‘Pan- 
Slav flood’ was ‘to eliminate Serbia, which at present constitutes the 
corner-stone of pan-Slav policy’, as a political power-factor in the 
Balkans. Szogyeny handed the two documents to the Emperor the 
same day. At first the Emperor evaded taking a decision, but after 
lunch, to which he had invited Szogyeny in the Neues Palais in Pots- 
dam, he authorised him to inform his monarch that Austria-Hun- 
gary could ‘count on Germany’s full support’ even in the case of 
‘grave European complications’; Germany, ‘loyal as ever to her 
ally’, would stand by Austria even should the Serbian conflict lead 
to war between Austria and Russia. Wilhelm even told the ambas- 
sador that if Vienna should decide on military action against Serbia, 
she ought to march at once. He thought that he could himself dispel 
Austria’s anxieties about Rumania’s attitude by a personal interven- 
tion with King Carol. At the same time he told Szogyeny what had 
been the chief consideration that had made it so easy for him to de- 
cide to support Austria-Hungary: ‘In any case, as things stood today, 
Russia was not at all ready for war, and would certainly think long 
before appealing to arms.’ 
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This was, as we shall see, one of the basic assumptions of German 
policy in these weeks: that R ussia j md France were still militarily 
^eak-enough to enable Germany to weather the crisis, however it 
developed. 

When the audience was over, Szogyeny was able on the same day 
to pass this ‘blank cheque’ of the German Emperor to Vienna, and 
to report that Wilhelm II ‘would regret it if we (Austria-Hungary) 
let this present chance, which was so favourable for us, go by with- 
out utilising it’. The Emperor had indeed made the reservation, 
which the constitution imposed on him, that he must get the Im- 
perial Chancellor’s consent, but he had had no doubt, as he had 
expressly emphasised, that Bethmann Hollweg ‘would entirely agree 
with him’. 

This was exactly what happened. Bethmann Hollweg and Zim- 
mermann were summoned to Potsdam the same afternoon, and to 
them the Emperor unfolded the same train of thought as he had to 
Szogyeny; 1 and, as Wilhelm expected, Bethmann Hollweg, who did 
not yet know the exact text of the Austrian memorandum, agreed 
completely with his imperial master. The Minister of War, von 
Falkenhayn, the Adjutant General, von Plessen, the Head of the 
Military Cabinet, von Lyncker, Captain Zenker of the naval staff, 
and Admiral von Capelle, representing von Tirpitz, were now suc- 
cessively called into the presence, and the question of ‘preparatory 
measures for war’ was discussed with them on the evening of the 5th 
and the following morning, so as ‘to cover every case’ before the 
Emperor left for Kiel to start his regular North Sea cruise. The ques- 
tion ‘whether the army was ready for any eventuality’ was answered 
by von Falkenhayn with ‘a curt affirmative’. On July 17 Major- 
General Count Waldersee, Quartermaster General in the general 
staff, who was then in the country, wrote to von Jagow in strict con- 
fidence: ‘I can move at a moment’s notice. We in the general staff 
are ready ; there is nothing more for us to do at this juncture.’ 2 For 
the same reason Helmuth Count von Moltke, Chief of the General 
Staff, who had been informed by von Falkenhayn of the consulta- 
tion of July 5 and by Lieutenant-Colonel Tappen of the Potsdam 
decision, found it unnecessary to leave Karlsbad. 3 How strongly the 
Emperor’s decision had been influenced by his faith in the strength 
of Germany’s military forces is shown by what he said on July 6 to 

1 Albertini, op. cit., pp. 140 ff, also Bernadotte Schmidt, The Coming of the War , 
1914, Vol. 1 (London and New York, 1930), p. 296; Alfred von Wegerer, Der 
Ausbruch des Weltkrieges, 1914 , Vol. 1 (Hamburg, 1939), p. 132. 

2 DD , I, No. 74 (author’s italics). 

3 S. B. Fay, The Origins of the World War , Vol. II, After Sarajevo, 2nd ed. (New 
York, 1930), p. 1 17; Wegerer, op. cit., p. 132. 
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Capelle and Lieutenant-General Bertrab of the general staff : France 
and Russia were not ready for war ; he did not believe in a general 
war, but thought that now the army had been brought up to its 
present strength, and with Germany’s superiority in heavy artillery, 
he could regard the outcome of a war with confidence (the campaign 
in the west was expected to last 5-6 weeks). So, too, Waldersee said: 
‘The plans for mobilisation had been duly completed on March 31, 
1914; the army was ready, as always’. 

‘In order,’ as he said himself, ‘not to alarm world opinion’, the 
Emperor, after making all necessary dispositions, left for his North 
Sea cruise. He did so in full awareness of the import of the assurances 
which he had given to Austria. Shortly after, when he was in the 
company of Krupp von Bohlen and Halbach with whom he was on 
terms of intimacy, he assured Krupp that: 

He would declare war at once, if Russia mobilised. This time people 
would see that he was not ‘falling out’. The Emperor’s repeated protesta- 
tions that in this case no one would ever again be able to reproach him 
with indecision were almost comic to hear . 1 

To understand the Emperor’s insistence, we must remember the 
criticisms of his attitude made by the military during the Morocco 
crisis of 191 1, and the Alldeutsche threat that if he again showed weak- 
ness, he would be deposed and replaced by the Crown Prince. 

While his imperial master was boarding the train for Kiel, Beth- 
mann Hollweg, with Zimmermann in attendance, formally con- 
firmed to Hoyos and Szogyeny the Emperor’s decision of the pre- 
vious day. This gave constitutional cover to the ‘blank cheque’. The 
Chancellor left it to Austria to take die final decision but, like Wil- 
helm II, advised her to act at once, without informing Italy and 
Rumania; and like the Emperor, he justified his course by appeal to 
the favourable international situation. Szogyeny had been prepared 
for this communication by the Emperor; Hoyos by Zimmermann, 
with whom he had talked on the 5th. Hoyos had wanted military 
action against Serbia ‘sans crier garde\ and Zimmermann had given 
him to understand that if Austria acted against Serbia at once, 
Russia and France would keep clear of the conflict. Any doubts or 
hesitations in Austria were removed when, on the 7th, Hoyos brought 
back Germany’s unconditional promise to stand by Austria even if 
‘measures against Serbia [which, Hoyosr eported, Germany ad- 
vised] should bring about the big war. 2 The conditions for Conrad’s 
plan were fulfilled. 

1 Die Schuld der deutschen Regierung am Kriege. Ein Brief des ehemaligen 
Mitglieds des Kruppschen Direktoriums Dr. Mihlon [sic], on Miihlon’s con- 
versations with Helfferich and with Krupp, a pamphlet published in Switzer- 
land, n.p., n.d. [1917]. 

2 Conrad, Aus meiner Dienstzeit 1906-1918, Vol. 4, Vienna, 1923, p. 42; cf. 
also DD, I, No. 18, Tschirschky to AA, July 7. 
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A shift in the Hungarian Prime Minister’s Austro-Hungarian 
policy came at a meeting of the Ministerial Council on July 7. All 
the participants except Tisza, who was still opposed to it, agreed on 
the necessity of war against Serbia, either by a direct attack without 
previous warning or by the presentation of an ultimatum with un- 
acceptable demands which would equally lead to war. 1 How strong- 
ly the decisions of the Council were influenced by the attitude of the 
Emperor and the German military is apparent from the answer 
given to Tisza by the Austrian Prime Minister, Count Sturgkh, who 
feared that ‘a policy of hesitation and weakness’ would lose Austria 
Germany’s support thereafter. When reporting to Franz Joseph two 
days later, Berchtold advised the ultimatum procedure, which would 
avoid The odium of attacking Serbia without warning, put her in the 
wrong,’ and thus make it much easier for Rumania and Britain to 
preserve ‘at least [sic] neutrality.’ That he counted on the possibility 
of war with France and Russia is shown by the Tong debate on the 
relative forces and the probable course of a European [sic] war’ 
which we know from Hoyos’ report and Conrad’s notes to have 
taken place, although it was regarded as ‘not suitable for minuting’. 

Tisza, who on July 8 had sti ll objected that an attack by Austria 
on Serbia would lead to ‘intervention by Russia and consequently 
wortd~[sicJ war’, had, like Franz Joseph, been convinced by Ger- 
many’s ‘unconditional attitude’ that ‘the Monarchy had to reach an 
energetic conclusion’. (When Tschirschky reported this, Wilhelm II 
added ‘certainly’.) On the 14th Tschirschky was able to report that 
Tisza himself, the one opponent of war with ‘Serbia’, had now 
agreed to a note ‘which would almost certainly be rejected [doubly 
underlined by Wilhelm II] and should result in war’. 2 So the first 
decision had been taken. That Germany faced the prospect of a 
general conflagration with open eyes emerges further from an in- 
struction drafted by Radowitz, a Counsellor in the Foreign Ministry, 
as early as July 7 and sent by Jagow to Lichnowsky in London on the 
14th. 3 Jagow warned the ambassador of the possibility of ‘general 
complications’ ; Germany wished to localise the Austro-Serbian con- 
flict, but not to prevent it. On the contrary, Lichnowsky was in- 
structed to mobilise the British press against Serbia, although he 
must be careful not to give the impression ‘that we were egging Aus- 
tria on to war’. This epitomised German policy after the Hoyos mis- 
sion. When Tschirschky had reported on July 10 that Berchtold was 

1 What Tisza said was: ‘It was not Germany’s business to tell us whether we 
should go ahead now against Serbia, or not.’ 

2 DD y No. 49, Tschirschky to Bcthmann Hollweg. 

3 DD, I, No. 36. 
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now in favour of ‘unacceptable demands’, but that her ‘chief care’ 
would now be how to put these demands, the Emperor commented : 
‘They had time enough for that’, and further made a suggestion 
which he thought bound to succeed: ‘Evacuation of the Sanjak! 
Then the cat is among the pigeons at once I’ 1 

German Pressure on Vienna 

The mouthpiece in Vienna of Germany’s pressure was her am- 
bassador, Ts chirsc hky, who frorrf July 7>n wards was holding almost 
daily discussions with the Ballhausplatz on the proposed action 
against Serbia. Tschirschky also attended the most important con- 
ferences between the Austrians, so that Vienna’s decisions were 
taken, literally, under his eyes. 

After Austria had made up her mind to solve the Serbian question 
by war, Tschirschky called on Berchtold on July 8 to give him 
another message from the Emperor, who wanted it ‘stated most 
emphatically that Berlin expected the Monarchy to act against 
Serbia, and that Germany would not understand it if . . . the pre- 
sent opportunity were allowed to go by . . . without a blow struck.’ 

As Berchtold reported, Tschirschky confirmed Stiirgkh’s fears that 
hesitation by the Monarchy would destroy her value as an ally in 
Germany’s eyes. There was an implicit threat in his words when he 
told Berchtold ‘that if we compromised or bargained with Serbia, 
Germany would interpret this as a confession of weakness, which 
could not be without effect on our position in the Triple Alliance and 
on Germany’s future policy’. Tschirschky’s influence can already be 
traced in Berchtold’s audience with the Emperor Franz Joseph on 
July 9, for the Emperor consented to the minister’s proposed action 
on the ground that he feared ‘that a weak attitude would discredit 
our position in Germany’s eyes’. 2 

On July 1 1 Tschirschky, as he told Jagow in a strictly confidential 
private letter, ‘again took the occasion to discuss with Berchtold what 
action was to be taken against Serbia, chiefly in order to assure the 
minister once again, emphatically, that speedy action was called for’. 3 

The report by Berchtold on his interview with Tschirschky is sup- 
plemented and confirmed by a letter of July 12 from Szogyeny. If it 
were possible a priori to think that Berchtold had invented his story 
of Tschirschky’s pressure -the archives contain no telegram from 

1 DD, I, No. 29, Tschirschky to Chancellor. Continuation of Emperor’s marginal 
note: Austria must get the Sanjak at once, without fail, to prevent Serbia and 
Montenegro joining up and Serbia reaching the sea. 

2 Hugo Hantsch, Graf Berchtold (Graz, 1963), Vol. II, p. 589. 

3 DD , I, No. 349. 
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Tschirschky confirming it -this suggestion would have to be dis- 
missed in the light of the Emperor’s marginal notes and Szogyeny’s 
despatch. Szogyeny fully confirmed Tschirschky’s attitude. Germany, 
he wrote, Emperor and Chancellor alike, were pressing most vig- 
orously for Austria to take immediate military action against Serbia. 
Szogyeny believed that this ‘absolute’ insistence on war against Ser- 
bia was based on the two considerations already mentioned : firstly, 
that Russia and France ‘were not yet ready’ and, secondly, that 
Britain 

\ will not at this juncture intervene in a war which breaks out over a Balkan 
CJ\state, even if this should lead to a conflict with Russia, possibly also France. . . . Not 
N\>nly have Anglo-German relations so improved that Germany feels that she 
need no longer fear a directly hostile attitude by Britain, but above all, 
Britain at this moment is anything but anxious for war, and has no wish 
whatever to pull the chestnuts out of the fire for Serbia, or in the last instance, 
for Russia. 

Szogyeny accordingly summarised his own views and those of 
Berlin in the following conclusion: ‘In general, then, it appears from 
all this that the political constellation is as favourable for us as it 
could possibly be.’ On the 13th Tschirschky was able to report: 
‘Minister [Berchtold] is now himself convinced that immediate ac- 
tion called for.’ 1 Wilhelm II received this communication (which he 
again underlined doubly) with obvious relief. 

The other way in which Germany was exerting pressure on Aus- 
tria was by insisting that the ultimatum to Serbia should be couched 
in terms so strong as to make acceptance impossible; here too the 
Emperor had given the cue on July 6, and here again his lieutenants 
followed his lead. As early as July 12 Germany was informed of the 
contents of the Austrian note, and agreed that it should be delivered 
about July 25, after Poincare had left Petersburg. 2 ‘What a pity!’ 
was the Emperor’s comment on the lateness of the date. 

Yet although Tisza had consented to military action-he expressly 
emphasised that it was Germany’s attitude that had decided him- 
Vienna was still uncertain how sharp to make her demands on Ser- 
bia. The Austrians had decided to make the ultimatum unaccept- 
able, yet when Berchtold talked on July 17 to Prince Stolberg, 
Counsellor at the German embassy, he spoke as though it was not 
yet quite certain whether Serbia would not after all accept the 

1 DD, I, No. 40, Tschirschky to Foreign Ministry. 

2 DD, I, No. 34a (1927 ed.), Tschirschky to Chancellor, July 1 1, marked out by 
Bethmann Hollweg, July 12. Cf. also Schoen, Bavarian Charge d’ Affaires, to 
Herding, July 18, DD, IV, App. IV, No. 2, Zimmermann’s account of demands of 
the Austrian note, DD, I, No. 49, Tschirschky to Chancellor, July 14. 
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ultimatum. Stolberg reported to Bethmann Hollweg that he had 
had difficulty in concealing his displeasure at this hint that Austria 
might weaken. His report continued : 

If Austria really wants to clear up her relationship with Serbia once and 
for all, which Tisza himself in his recent speech called ‘indispensable’, then it 
would pass comprehension why such demands were not being made as 
would make the breach unavoidable. If the action simply peters out, once 
again, and ends with a so-called diplomatic success, the belief which is 
already widely held here that the Monarchy is no longer capable of vigorous 
action will be dangerously strengthened. The consequences, internal and 
external, which would result from this, inside Austria and abroad, are 
obvious . 1 

Jagow expressed the same train of thought the next day in a long 
private letter to Lichnowsky. 2 He was trying to answer the indirect 
warning which Grey had had conveyed to Lichnowsky on July 9, 
that Britain would never take the side of an aggressor, by explaining 
why Germany thought sharp action by Austria against Serbia indis- 
pensable. First, he argued, war against Serbia was the Monarchy’s 
last chance of ‘political rehabilitation’, for the Mona rchy already 
‘hardl y counted any more as a real great, power’. ‘This decline in 
Austria’s power position,’ he went on, ‘has also greatly weakened 
our group of allies’ ; this was why he did not want, under any cir- 
cumstances, to stop Austria from acting. He did not want to force a 
preventive war, but should war come, he would not ‘jib at the post’, 
since Ger many wasjnijitarily ready and Russia ‘ffindailientally was 
n ot’. The struggle between Teuton and Slav was bound to come (a 
thought which often reappeared in Jagow’s utterances at critical 
junctures during the war) ; which being so, the present was the best 
moment for Germany, for ‘in a few years Russia . . . wffi be r£ady. 
Then she will crush us on land by weight of numbers, ancT she will 
have her Baltic fleet and her strategic railways ready. Our group 
meanwhile is getting steadily weaker.’ 

The argument that Germany was ready, while Russia was not yet 
ready to strike, was especially emphasised by ‘German industrialists 
who specialise in armaments manufacture’. Beyens, the Belgian 
ambassador in Berlin, reported that Krupp had assured him that 
‘the Russian artillery was far from being either good or complete, 
while the German had never been better’. 

The Emperor, Bethmann Hollweg, Jagow and Zimmermann were 
all convinced of Germany’s military superiority; so was the general 

1 DD , I, No. 87, Stolberg to Jagow, July 18 (private letter). 

2 DD, I, No. 72. 
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staff. 1 Count Lerchenfeld, the Bavarian minister in Berlin, reported 
at the end of July that Moltke had said that ‘a moment so favourable 
from the military point of view might never occur again’. 2 The reas- 
ons given by Lerchenfeld-which, he wrote, were by no means to be 
dismissed as ‘gossip between underlings’ -were the familiar ones: 
superiority of German artillery and infantry rifle, insufficient train- 
ing of the French army owing to the transition from the two to three 
years’ term of service, the harvest in, and the training of the German 
first-line classes complete. 3 For these reasons the politicians -Jagow, 
for example -could face the possibility of a European war with con- 
fidence: ‘If the conflict cannot be localised, and Russia attacks Aus- 
tria-Hungary, this gives the ca sus foed eris .’ 4 

If we study the documents and the political moves, Jagow’s letter 
of July 1 8 to Lichnowsky puts Germany’s attitude, and also the 
} reasons for it, in a nutshell^ t is impossible to speak seriously either 
i //of Germany’s being ‘towea along in Austria’s wake’ or of her being 
Jj ‘ coerced ’jfFrom the Emperor’s first intervention in the Serbian ques- 
tion on July 4 to July 18, German policy followed an un broken line, 
as nothing proves better than the constant assurances by Vienna that 
Berlin could rely on Austria-Hungary’s willingness to fight- that there 
was ‘no question’ of indecision or hesitation. But Germany’s own 
aims were even plainer: if France proved too weak, militarily and 
financially, to support Russia, Bethmann Hollweg-so he hinted to 
Count Roedern, Secretary of State for Alsace-Lorraine and later of 
the German Treasury, on July 1 6- hoped at least to be able to divide 
France from Russia. Germany did not care so much what happened 
over Serbia; the central objective of her diplomacy in these weeks 
was to split the Entente, and this Bethmann Hollweg meant to en- 
force at any price, with or without war. In any case the Serbian 
crisis would bring about a re-grouping of continental power rela- 
tionships in a sense favourable to Germany and without interven- 
tion by Britain. The conflict must be localised, the great powers 
should ‘watch without acting’, and Germany hoped to bring about 
a new grouping of forces in both the Balkans and the Mediterranean. 5 



1 As early as July 12 Moltke had discussed the question of ‘quick action’ with 
Conrad. Cf. Conrad, op. cit., Ill, pp. 669 ff. 

2 DD, IV, App. IV, No. 27 (private letter from Lerchenfeld to Hertling, 317). 

3 G. Ritter, Staatskunst, Vol. II, p. 381, n. II. 4 DD, I, No. 72, cf. n. 23. 

5 Id., I, No. 58; on localisation of the conflict, cf. DD, I, No. 44, Jagow to 
Flotow (Rome) and Charge d’ Affaires in Bucharest, July 14; cf. also Documents 
Diplomatique s Frangais, Ser. Ill, Vol. X, No. 538, Jules Cambon, report from Berlin 
on article in N.A. July 19; also BD , XI, No. 77, reporting that Jagow had him- 
self said that he had drafted the article. Note also the ‘intentionally moderate’ tone 
of the article. ‘Please take care that this is not falsely interpreted as a retreat by 
Germany from her earlier decision’ (to Tschirschky). 
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The German government, as Jagow informed Jules Cambon and 
Bronewski, the French ambassador and Russian charge d’affaires 
in Berlin, on July 21, had no official information on Austria’s aims 
or on its note. 1 The Foreign Ministry, however, ‘entirely agreed that 
Austria must take advantage of the favourable moment, even at the 
risk of further complications’, but both Jagow and Zimmermann, 
in obvious displeasure at Austria’s weakness, doubted ‘whether 
Vienna would nerve herself to act’. Zimmermann went so far as to 
transfer the description of ‘the sick man of Europe’ from Turkey to 
Austria. 

Berchtold confirmed the ‘nervousness’ of the German statesmen. 
‘Already,’ he wrote, 2 ‘Berlin is beginning to get nervous.’ Reports 
were trickling through that Austria had hesitated too long before 
acting, and Zimmermann thought that ‘he had gathered the im- 
pression that Vign na, tim id and undecided as it always was, was 
almost sorry’ ( !) that Germany was not pressing caution and moder- 
ation^orTTier. Berchtold was pressing for action now. Conrad was 
urging ‘haste’, and the Minister of War, Baron von Krobatin, said 
that ‘everything was ready for mobilisation’. The reason for haste 
was to prevent Serbia from ‘smelling a rat’ and ‘herself volunteering 
compensation, perhaps under pressure from France and Russia’. If 
that happened, then as Germany saw it, Austria-Hungary’s reason 
for war against Serbia would vanish; but with it Germany would 
lose her minimum objective of a diplomatic victory, a major political 
success. 



The Austrian Ultimatum to Serbia 

After prolonged internal argument, the Austro-Hungarian Minis- 
terial Council in Vienna decided on the final text of the ultimatum 
on July 19 and fixed the 23rd as the day for its delivery; both the 
Austrians and the Germans" thought it prudent to wait until Poin- 
care and Viviani had left Petersburg, and thus prevent the French 
and Russians from agreeing immediately on their counter-measures. 3 
So active was the part played by Germany in the events of these days, 
so strong her influence over Austria-Hungary’s policy, that Jagow 
actually had the time of the note’s delivery on the 23rd put back an 
hour in order to make quite sure that the ship carrying the French 
statesmen had left Petersburg. The text of the note (the substance 

1 Albertini, op. cit., pp. 191 ff., letter from Cambon to Poincare in Petersburg, 
July 22. From the Doc. Dip. Fr., 3.X.551 and id., 3.X.555. 

2 Cf. n. 15, Schoen to Herding. 

3 Jagow writes: ‘Let Austria postpone presenting the note by one hour, to make 
certain that the Frenchmen have left.’ 
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of which had been communicated to Germany on July 12) was con- 
veyed by Tschirschky to the Foreign Ministry on the 22nd. 1 If, as is 
often suggested, the Chancellor, Jagow or Zimmermann had found 
its wording too strong, they had time enough (from the evening of 
the 22nd to 6 p.m. on the 23rd) to protest against its presentation in 
that form. On the contrary: as late as July 18 Count Hoyos had re- 
assured Prince Stolberg that the demands contained in the ulti- 
matum ‘were really such as to make it really impossible’ for the Ser- 
bian government to accept them with honour. As late as the 2 1 st July 
Jagow had again assured Szogyeny that Germany would stand be- 
hind Austria ‘unreservedly and with all her power’. 2 When he said 
that it was ‘vitally necessary’ for Germany to know what Austria’s 
plans for Serbia were, this was not out of any qualms about Austria’s 
intentions, but because she wished, as Jagow put it to Tschirschky 
on the 17th, ‘to avoid giving any impression that we were wanting 
to impede Austria’s actions, or to prescribe certain limitations or ends 
to her’. 

Now Germany waited for the presentation of the ultimatum. 

The day before this was due, the purpose of the travelling about, 
of the ‘holiday spirit’ of the military and political leaders of both 
Germany and Austria-Hungary, and of the efforts to keep the ‘Sara- 
jevo spirit’ alive, without, as Berchtold said, ‘making other powers 
begin thinking about mediation’, became very plain. Vienna thought 
this the best way of keeping the Serbian action isolated. Germany, 
too, as Schoen, the Bavarian charge d’affaires, told Munich (while 
passing on the three chief points of the ultimatum) wanted to make 
it look as though she was not a party to, or even informed about, 
what Vienna was doing. This despatch, however, also traced out 
clearly the line which Germany in fact followed : 

In the interest of localising the war, the government will, as soon as the 
Austrian note has been presented in Belgrade, initiate diplomatic action 
directed to the great powers. She will point to the absence of the Emperor on 
his North Sea cruise, and of the Chief of the General Staff and the Prussian 
Minister of War on holiday, as evidence [sic] that Austria’s action has come 
as a surprise to her as much as to the other powers . 3 

As early as July 21 Bethmann Hollweg and Jagow opened the 
official moves to localise the conflict with a circular despatch. 4 Even 

1 Id., I, No. 106, Tschirschky to Chancellor, July 21 ; text of the note, id., IV, 
Annexe I. 

2 For Jagow’s letter to Tschirschky, id., I, No. 61. 

3 Cf. n. 15, Schoen to Herding. 

4 Id., I, No. 100, Chancellor to the Ambassadors in Petersburg, Paris and 
London. 
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before the ultimatum had been presented, Berlin was instructing its 
embassies in Petersburg, Paris and London to support Austria’s 
action, and was undisguisedly threatening the European powers with 
a major conflict if the Serbian question were not confined to Serbia 
and Austria. Austria’s attitude, which had not yet been announced 
(it was only the Norddeutsche Allgemeine £eitung's communique of the 
19th which revealed to France the possibility of a major conflict), 
was ‘regarded as equitable and moderate’, and Jagow now brought 
the whole discussion between Germany and Austria, including the 
underlying purposes, before the international forum in the following 
words : 

If the Austro-Hungarian government is not going to abdicate for ever as a 
great power, she has no choice but to enforce acceptance by the Serbian 
government of her demands by strong pressure and, if necessary, by resort to 
military measures. The choice of methods must be left to her. 

On the 23rd, however, Jagow realised that this despatch was not 
easy to reconcile with the story that Germany had been ‘surprised’ 
by Austria’s action. A second despatch, drafted by Stumm, was 
hurriedly sent after the first instructing the ambassadors not to make 
their demarches until the text of the ultimatum had been published : 
‘otherwise the impression might be given that we had had foreknow- 
ledge of it’. 1 The despatch required the great powers to abstain from 
any intervention in the Austro-Serbian conflict, even threatenin g ‘in- 
calculable consequences’ if the warning were disregarded. This de- 
mand by GermarryTor a free hand for Austria surprised and dis- 
pleased Grey, who did not believe that a war could be localised. 2 In 
Ger many , on the other hand, the conviction that B ritain would 
st and as ide from a European conflict was so firmly rooted that when 
Pourtales, the German ambassador in Petersburg, reported Sazonov 
having told him that Britain would disapprove deeply of Austria’s 
conduct, 3 the Emperor wrote in the margin : ‘He’s wrong’ ; and on 
Sazonov’s warning that he must ‘reckon with Europe’ in case of an 
attack on Serbia he commented : ‘No ! Russia, yes !’ 

Yet, as innumerable documents show, Germany knew that Rus- 
sia would never allow Austria-Hungary to act in the Balkans un- 
opposed. She took the risk of war with open eyes. This is confirmed 
by the preparations taken by Germany when the ultimatum was 
presented to Serbia. Jagow, for example, asked for the exact itiner- 
ary of the imperial yacht, because : 

1 Id., I, No. 126, Jagow to Lichnowsky; the corresponding letter from Jagow to 
Lucius, July 23; id., I, No. 123. 

2 BD, XI, No. 100 and minutes by Crowe, Nicolson and Grey. 

3 DD, I, No. 1 20, Pourtales to Chancellor, July 2 1 . 
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Since we want to localise the conflict between Austria and Serbia, we 
must not have the world alarmed by His Majesty’s returning prematurely; 
on the other hand, His Majesty must be within reach, in case unpredictable 
developments should force us to take important decisions, such as mobilisa- 
tion. His Majesty might perhaps spend the last days of his cruise in the 
Baltic . 1 

On July 20 the Directors General of the Hapag and the Nord- 
deutscher Lloyd were, on the Emperor’s suggestion and with the 
Chancellor’s consent, given warning by Jagow of the impending 
ultimatum, so that they could take measures for the protection of 
their vessels in foreign waters. On the same day the Emperor ordered 
the concentration of the fleet. 2 

Even before that 6 p.m. of July 23, 1914, when Baron Giesl, the 
Austrian minister in Belgrade, presented the ultimatum, the coming 
of war was assumed. On July 18 Count Hoy os had ‘comforted’ 
Prince Stolberg with the assurance ‘that the demands [contained in 
the ultimatum] were really such as to make it really impossible for a 
state with any self-respect and dignity to accept them’. 3 

Thus only unconditional acceptance by Serbia of the ultimatum 
could have averted war, and on July 22 Vienna asked Berlin how 
the declaration of war was to be effected, as Austria wanted her own 
answer to the rejection to consist of the rupture of diplomatic rela- 
tions and the recall of her minister. She suggested that Germany 
might transmit the declaration of war. Jagow refused, saying that it 
'would look too much ‘as though we had been egging Austria on to 
make war’. 4 / 

The ‘No’ to British Mediation 

The publication of the Austro-Hungarian ultimatum to Serbia 
evoked worldwide consternation except in Germany, where it was, 
in general, approved. The suspicion was often expressed that Ger- 
many was behind Austria’s action, or ^aljeas^privy to it. This sus- 
picion was, as the German documents prove, com pletely justified, 
but Zimmermann denied it, as planned, in a telegram sent on the 
24th to the German embassies in Paris, London and Petersburg. He 
asserted that Germany ‘had exercised no influence on the contents 
of the note’ and had had ‘no more opportunity than any other 
power to take up any attitude towards it before its publication’. 5 The 

1 D. tel., I, No. 67, Jagow to Wedel (Minister a latere to the Emperor) July 18; 
id., No. 80, Wedel to Foreign Ministry, July 19, also n. 4 to No. 80. 

2 Id., No. 82, Muller to Jagow. 

3 Id., No. 87, cf. n. 22 (author’s italics). 

4 Id., No. 142, Jagow to Tschirschky, July 24. 

5 Id., No. 153. 
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previous day Jagow had informed the Emperor that Grey had made 
his first attempt at mediation, suggesting to Lichnowsky that Britain 
should urge Russia to influence Serbia, and Germany to influence 
Austria-Hungary. 1 The minutes with which the Emperor studded 
Lichnowsky’s despatch, which Jagow forwarded to him, show what 
he wanted quite clearly. His pent-up rage vented itself: Britain’s 
‘condescending orders’ were to be rejected, and so was Grey’s pro- 
posal that Vienna should retract any ‘impossible demands’. ‘Am I to 
do that ? Wouldn’t think of it ! What does he mean by “impossible” ? 
These fellows [the Serbs] have been intriguing and murdering, 
and they must be taken down a peg.’ He gave emphatic backing to 
the instructions from the Foreign Ministry which Jagow had sent to 
Lichnowsky ‘for guidance in your conversations’. These show once 
more the consistency and purposefulness of German policy in July 
1914/The ambassador was told that ‘we did not know what Austria 
was going to demand, but regarded the question as an internal affair 
of Austria-Hungary , in which we had no standing to intervene ’. / 

As Sazonov had prophesied, the effect of the ultimatum on Lon- 
don was ‘absolu tely annihilating’. Lichnowsky reported that dBr> 
tain believed that Germany, for all her protestations of innocence, 
was at least ‘morally an accomplice’, and he went on to warn: ‘If 
we do not join in the mediation, all faith here in us and in our love 
of peace will be finally shattered.’ 2 Germany, however, made no 
more than a pretence of supporting the vigorous action for media- 
tion now initiated by Britain; indeed, in order to prevent the possi- 
bility of mediation, she actually sabotaged the proposals put forward 
by Britain between July 24 and the declaration of war. Her actions, 
and her motives, can be clearly followed, day by day, in the des- 
patches. 

As early as July 24 Grey, alarmed by the provocative tone of the 
Austrian note and thcTshortness of the time limit, again warned Lich- 
nowsky of the danger that ‘European war a quatre' -meaning, said 
Lichnowsky, Russia, Austria-Hungary, Germany and France - 
would break out if Austria crossed Serbia’s frontiers. At the same 
time he suggested mediation by the four powers not directly affected - 
Britain, France, Germany and Italy-in the event of ‘dangerous 
tension between Russia and Austria’. 3 Jagow, however, passed on 
Grey’s request for an extension of the time limit so late that it 
reached Vienna only after the ultimatum had expired. Moreover, 

1 Id., No. 121, July 23. 

2 Id., No. 163, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, July 25. 

3 Id., No. 157, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry; No. 164, Jagow to Lichnowsky, 
July 25 ; No. 1 7 1 , Jagow to Lichnowsky, July 25. 
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he passed it on without comment, which in diplomatic parlance was 
tantamount to asking that it should be rejected. 

Grey initiated his second attempt at mediation on July 25 with his 
old proposal that Berlin should intervene in Vienna to say that it 
found Serbia’s answer satisfactory. 1 Again the proposal was passed 
on without comment, although on the 25th Lichnowsky sent three 
urgent messages advising Germany to give Austria ‘the hint’. This is 
not surprising : the Germans were furious with Berchtold for having 
received the Russian charge d’affaires on the 24th. ‘Quite super- 
fluous,’ commented the Emperor: ‘will give an impression of weak- 
ness. Austria . . . has . . . taken the step, now it can’t be sort of 
reconsidered retrospectively.’ 

Meanwhile, Petersburg had announced in an official communique 
that it /ould not^remain ‘uninterested/ if Austria annexed Serbian 
territory. The French and Russian ambassadors gave it as their per- 
sonal opinions that Grey’s proposal for four-power mediation in Lon- 
don was unacceptable, because the first step must be to mediate be- 
tween Austria-Hungary and Serbia and thus prevent a local war. 2 
Germany accepted this latter proposal, not least in order to prevent 
the ‘satisfactory line to England’ from getting cut, especially at a 
moment when Britain, France and Russia were not yet working as 
one; Grey had stressed that he distinguished ‘sharply’ between the 
Austro-Serbian and the Austro-Russian conflicts and did not wish 
to interfere in the Austro-Serbian affair. The British proposal thus 
meant ‘l ocalisi ng’ the conflict, as Germany wished, and it was ac- 
cordingly answered affirmativelyTiy JagowTate the same evening. 3 
On the 26th, however, Bethmann Hollweg, while not revoking the 
consent, threatened that Germany would mobilise if the reports of 
alleged call-up of Russian reservists were confirmed. 4 But the deeper 
reason for GermanyV^greement, and for her policy-again an- 
nounced by the Emperor -of ‘localising the conflict’ can be found in 
the documents of the Foreign Ministry and of the Austrian embassy 
in Berlin. Germany’s undoubted object was to thrust Russia far 
back. Tschirschky had reported on the 24th that Austria wanted ‘no 
alteration in the existing power relationships in the Balkans’. 5 The 
Emperor marked this report ‘weak’, and his notes on it reveal what 

1 Id., No. 186, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, July 25; Lichnowsky’s three 
telegrams, Nos. 163, 165 and 179. Tschirschky’s despatch on call of the Russian 
Charg6 d’ Affaires, No. 155. 

2 Wegerer, op. cit., pp. 335 ff. 

3 DD , I, No. 192, Jagow to Foreign Ministry, July 25. 

4 Id., No. 199, Bethmann Hollweg to Lichnowsky, July 26. 

6 Id., No. 155, Tschirschky to Foreign Ministry, July 24. 

66 



THE ‘NO’ TO BRITISH MEDIATION 

were the objects which Germany was following in the Serbian ques- 
tion : the alteration of the Balkan power relationships, he wrote, ‘has 
got to come. Austria must become predominant in the Balkans . . . 
at Russia’s expense’. Szogyeny confirmed that Germany’s policy was 
to ‘localise the conflict’, but that she was aware that localisation 
might prove impossible, and was prepared to risk the consequences. 
‘Here’, he reported, ‘it is generally taken for granted that if Serbia 
rejects our demands, we shall at once reply by declaring war and opening 
military operations. We are advised ... to confront the world with 
a. fait accompli ' 1 On the 25th Giesl left Belgrade; Serbia’s answer had 
thus not been that demanded by Austria. On the same day Franz 
Joseph signed the order mobilising eight army corps. The 28th was 
given as the first day of mobilisation. Tisza, too, in an audience with 
Franz Joseph, gave full support to the German pressure; hesitation 
would ‘greatly impair belief in the Monarchy’s energy and capacity 
for action, in the eyes of both friend and foe’. 

On the 28th Lichnowsky transmitted yet another (the fourth) 
offer of mediation, this time from King George V as well as Grey. 
He reported that ‘since publication of Austrian demands no-one here 
believes any more in the possibility . . . of localising conflict’; Britain 
proposed a conference of ambassadors, ‘Britain and Germany work- 
ing together, with France and Italy brought in ... to secure Austria 
full satisfaction . . . since Serbia would be more easily induced to 
yield to pressure from the Powers and to submit to their united will, 
than to Austria’s threats.’ Grey and the Under-Secretaries, Nicolson 
and Tyrrell, saw in this procedure ‘the only possibility of avoiding 
general war’. ‘The absolute condition for success of the conference 
and for maintenance of peace’ was, however, ‘absence of any mili- 
tary dispositions’. 2 

If Serbia’s territory was violated, Lichnowsky reported, ‘world 
war could not be averted’. Britain’s disapproval of the line being 
followed by Germany was equally unambiguous. ‘Localisation of 
the conflict, as hoped for by Berlin, was quite out of tTuTquestion, 
and not to be considered as practical politics.’ Lichnowsky urgently 
advised the Foreign Ministry ‘to let our policy be determined singly 
and solely by the necessity of sparing t he German people a struggle 
in wh ich it has noth ing to gai^Anc Tevery thing to l ose’. In spite of 
these warnings, when Goschen, the British ambassador in Berlin, 
officially presented the proposal for a conference, Jagow rejected it. 
Even before this, Bethmann Hollweg had given a formal refusal in 

1 Author’s italics. 

2 Id., I, Nos. 201, 218, 238, all telegrams from Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, 
July 26. 
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writing, on the ground that Germany ‘could not bring Austria’s deal- 
ings with Serbia before a European tribunal’. 1 The Chancellor was 
not prepared to listen to Lichnowsky’s representations, nor to follow 
Britain’s change of course (meaning the dropping of the distinction 
between the Austro-Serbian and Austro-Russian conflicts). His re- 
plies to London continued to take, as sole basis, the British proposals 
for localising the conflict. At the same time, a circular despatch 
issued by him reaffirmed Germany’s attitude that the conflict con- 
cerned only Austria-Hungary and Serbia. 

The day before, Berchtold had told Austria’s representatives to 
take the same line, and had added that if localisation should prove 
impossible, Austria-Hungary was reckoning ‘with gratitude’ that 
Germany ‘will support us if a struggle against another adversary is 
forced on us’. Again on the 26th, Moltke had drafted a demand to 
Belgium to allow the passage of German troops in the event of ‘the 
imminent war against France and Russia’, 2 thereby proving plainly 
that Germany knew that war between Austria and Russia would im- 
mediately produce a continental war. Finally, on the 27th Grey sent 
an urgent appeal to Berlin to use its influence on Vienna to accept 
Serbia’s answer as satisfactory, for only so could London, on its side, 
exercise a moderating influence on Petersburg. 3 Lichnowsky report- 
ed that if war should after all break out, ‘it would no longer be pos- 
sible to count on British sympathy or British support’. Grey had 
said plainly that the key of the situation lay in Berlin ; if Berlin was 
sincere in wanting peace, Austria could be prevented from following 
‘a foolhardy policy’. 4 Three hours later Lichnowsky repeated urgent- 
ly that Grey was convinced that the maintenance of peace depended 
on Berlin. In London there was a steadily growing impression that 
‘the whole Serbian question was developing into a trial of strength 
between Triple Alliance and Triple Entente’. If Austria-Hungary 
tried to beat Serbia into submission, Britain, said Lichnowsky, 
‘would most certainly side with France and Russia’ (the contents of 

1 Id., No. 234, circular instruction by Bethmann to Ambassadors in Paris, 
London, Petersburg, July 26, not sent off; id., No. 248, Bethmann Hollweg to 
Lichnowsky, July 27; also No. 247, B.H. to Schoen, July 27; Berchtold’s circular, 
OeU, VIII, No. 10714. 

2 DD, II, No. 376, Jagow to Minister in Brussels, July 29. The demand was 
addressed in Moltke’s draft to the Belgian government; it was recast by Stumm and 
given the form of a communication from Jagow to the minister, who was to wait 
for special instructions before presenting it (No. 375 )- 6!f. a l so Albertini, op. cit . , 
p. 487, also on July 26, when Moltke returned from Carlsbad. 

3 Id., I, No. 258, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, July 27; id., No. 265, id. to 
id., July 27. 

4 This was also the opinion of the acting French Foreign Minister, Bienvenu- 
Martin; Doc. Fr., Ill, II, No. 20 (circular instructions by B.-M., No. 2), August 
24. 
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this telegram were not shown either to Tschirschky or to the Em- 
peror). Reports came in from Russia that Sazonov was being ‘more 
conciliatory’, trying ‘to find a bridge ... to satisfy . . . Austrian de- 
mands’. 1 Pourtales reported, however, that the maintenance of the 
Balkan balance of power was a vital interest of Russia. Rome, too, 
reported the British proposals for mediation, 2 and von Schoen tele- 
graphed from Paris that France was ready to negotiate. 3 The Quai 
d’Orsay would probably be ready to use its influence in Petersburg 
if Germany was prepared ‘to counsel moderation in Vienna, since 
Serbia had fulfilled nearly every point’. 

The Austro-Hungarian Declaration 
of War on Serbia 

All these appeals and wa rnings fail ed to move Berlin to put any 
pressure on Vienna to avoid the local conflict. On the contrary, that 
same day -July 27-Berchtold, urged thereto by Germany, laid the 
declaration of war before Franz Joseph for his signature. He ex- 
plained that, Serbia having answered as she had, the Entente might 
yet succeed in getting their proposals for mediation adopted ‘unless 
a clear situation was created by a declaration of war’. Tschirschky 
reported to Berlin that the declaration of war would go off to Bel- 
grade on July 28, or the 29th at the latest, ‘chiefly in order to elimi- 
nate any possibility of intervention’. 4 

This message reveals another feature of German policy in the July 
crisis. Not only did Germany consistently reject any attempt at 
mediation not calculated to ‘localise’ the conflict, but while Grey 
and Sazonov were trying to gain time, Geipman y was pre ssing Aus- 
tria to act quickly. As early as July 14 Vienna had intimated that 
it waiitedjo^top short of the irrevocable. In Berchtold’s and Franz 
Joseph’s eyes the ultimatum did not necessarily mean war, and 
Count Mensdorff, the Austrian ambassador in London, seemed not 
disinclined to accept Grey’s offer of mediation. Germany, however, 
as she had stated expressis verbis on July 25, was pressing for a fait 
accompli to prevent other powers from intervening. When it received 
Tschirschky’s report, the Wilhelmstrasse saw its goal achieved. The 
Chancellor accordingly adopted an attitude of reserve towards Bri- 
tish pressure and showed no inclination to put quick and explicit 
pressure on Austria. It was only shortly before midnight that he 

1 DD, I, No. 217, Pourtales to Foreign Ministry, July 2G. 

2 Id., No. 249, Flotow to id., July 27. 

3 Id., No. 241, Schoen to id., July 26. 

4 Id., I, No. 257, Tschirschky to Foreign Ministry, July 27. Bethmann Hollweg 
transmits contents of Lichnowsky’s telegram No. 238 to Tschirschky, No. 277. 
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passed on to Vienna the telegrams received that afternoon from 
London. 

And before they were passed on Jagow had prepared the ground 
in another conversation with Szogyeny. Again, as on July 18, he 
explained how Vienna was to interpret Germany’s apparent change 
of course ; again he confirmed the consistency and purposefulness of 
Germany’s policy. Szogyeny reported that, ‘in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding’, Jagow had twice emphasised that: 

the German government assured Austria in the most binding fashion that 
it in no way identifies itself with the proposals [sc., the British proposals] 
which may very shortly be brought to Your Excellency’s notice by the Ger- 
man government; it is, on the contrary, decidedly opposed to consideration of 
them, and is only passing them on out of deference to the British request. 1 

The Secretary of State himself was ‘absolutely against taking 
account of the British wish’. At the same time, however, deference 
to Britain’s wish was given as the pretext for the apparent accept- 
ance. When explaining his point of view Jagow was more explicit 
still: 

The German government’s point of view was that it was at the moment of 
the highest importance to prevent Britain from making common cause with 
Russia and France. We must therefore avoid any action which might cut the 
line, which so far had worked so well, between Germany and Britain. 

Bethmann Hollweg confirmed Jagow’s point of view when pass- 
ing on to Tschirschky, late on the evening of the 27th, Lichnowsky’s 
telegram on his interview with Grey : 

As we have already [sic] rejected one British proposal for a conference, it is 
not possible for us to refuse this suggestion also a limine. If we rejected every 
attempt at mediation the whole world would hold us responsible for the con- 
flagration and represent us as the real warmongers. That would also make our 
position impossible here in Germany , where we have got to appear as though the war had 
been forced on us. Our position is the more difficult because Serbia seems to 
have given way very extensively. We cannot therefore reject the role of 
mediator; we have to pass on the British proposal to Vienna for considera- 
tion, especially since London and Paris are continuously using their influence 
on Petersburg. 2 

Bethmann Hollweg’s and Jagow’s point of view explains why the 
British telegram was passed on to Vienna so belatedly, and why the 

1 Author’s italics. 

2 Id., I, No. 272, Bethmann Hollweg to Tschirschky (author’s italics); with last 
sentence cf. No. 258, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, July 27. 
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last sentence was -characteristically -suppressed : it might conceiv- 
ably have given the Austrian government another, eleventh hour, 
chance of escaping out of the German stranglehold : ‘Also, the whole 
world here is convinced, and I hear the same from my colleagues, 
that the key to the situation lies in Berlin, and that if Berlin 
seriously wants peace, it will prevent Vienna from following a fool- 
hardy policy’. 

But London was sent the completely untruthful message that: 
‘We have immediately initiated mediation in Vienna in the sense 
desired by Sir Edward Grey’. 1 

The duplicity thus shown by the Chancellor in respect of Britain’s 
grave warnings proves that in the night of July 27-8 he was no 
longer trying to avoid a continental war, but only to manoeuvre 
Germany into the most favourable position possible. If this aspect of 
Germany’s policy had not emerged clearly enough from the judg- 
ment passed on the Anglo-German conversations by Bethmann 
Hollweg in his commentary when he forwarded Lichnowsky’s tele- 
gram to Tschirschky, 2 it is made still more plain from the fact that 
the Chancellor simultaneously forwarded to the Emperor the text of 
the British offer, with an expose of Germany’s attitude identical with 
that which had gone to Vienna. Although he wrote that he had ‘fol- 
lowed the Emperor’s orders’ in transmitting the British offer, he had 
in fact distorted the Emperor’s intentions in his treatment of Grey’s 
proposal: on returning from his North Sea cruise on the afternoon 
of July 27 and on reading Bethmann Hollweg’s report that Germany 
had rejected the conference of ambassadors, Wilhelm had given 
orders that Grey’s next proposal -for direct influence on Vienna - 
was to be accepted. 3 

It was only on the 28th that the Emperor read Serbia’s answer to 
the ultimatum, although the Serbian charge d’affaires had handed 
it to the Foreign Ministry at noon on the 27th. 4 The Emperor’s 
comment confirmed Germany’s policy once again: ‘ But that elimi- 
nates any reason for war’. Wilhelm’s ‘halt in Belgrade’ was issued 
independently of Grey’s similar proposal. Since, however, he, unlike 
the Chancellor, was unaware that Austria’s declaration of war on 
Serbia was imminent, he passed this proposal on to Jagow without 
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1 Id., No. 278, Bethmann Hollweg to Lichnowsky, July 27. 

2 See DD, I, No. 277, Chancellor to Tschirschky, July 27; DD , II, No. 283, id. 
to Emperor, July 27 ; also No. 278, id. to Lichnowsky, July 27, 1914. 

3 Grey’s latest proposal reached the Foreign Ministry at 4.37 p.m., 3^ hours 
after the Emperor’s return to Potsdam at 1 p.m. (No. 258, n. 2.) 

4 PD, II, No. 293, Emperor to Jagow, July 28; cf. also the Emperor’s marginal 
notes at the end of the Serbian answer to the Austrian ultimatum, DD, I, No. 271 
(author’s italics). 
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out much urgency. His opinion was: ‘The few reservations which 
Serbia has made with respect to certain points can in my opinion 
surely be cleared up by negotiation.’ This was the moment dreaded 
by the Foreign Ministry and by the military, the danger-hour which 
might see the monarch’s weak nerve give way at the last moment, 
as it had in 1 906 and 1911, before the certainty of war. Accordingly, 
he was now deliberately deceived. There is no other explanation for 
the fact that the Chancellor passed on this new suggestion too, be- 
latedly, without urgency, and in distorted form. The only condition 
laid down by the Emperor in his ‘halt in Belgrade’ was that Austria 
‘had to have a guarantee that the promises were carried out’. He 
thought this could be found in a ‘ temporary occupation of parts of 
Serbia’. In contradiction to this, Bethmann Hollweg emphasised to 
Tschirschky that the occupation must be the means of compelling 
‘ complete fulfilment by the Serbian government of the Austrian de- 
mands’. But the real falsification of the Emperor’s proposals lay in 
Bethmann Hollweg’s express insistence to Tschirschky 

You must most carefully avoid giving any impression that we want to hold 
Austria back. We are concerned only to find a modus to enable the realisation 
of Austria-Hungary’s aim without at the same time unleashing a world war , and 
should this after all prove unavoidable , to improve as far as possible the conditions under 
which it is to be waged . 1 

‘The War Guilt is Russia’s 5 

This addendum of July 28 reveals on the one hand the motives 
behind Germany’s actions and on the other the Chancellor’s con- 
scious risk of a world war. For he himself explained what he meant 
by ‘favourable conditions’ y firstly, Russia must be made to appear 
to blame for the outbreak of war, and secondly, Britain must be kept 
neutral JBethmann Hollweg believed himself to have found the key 
to this 'problem in the ‘policy of localisation’. As early as July 26 he 
had expounded Germany’s governing ideas very clearly both to the 
Emperor and to Pourtales, Lichnowsky and Schoen, in the words: 
‘Since Count Berchtold has assured Russia that Austria is not aiming 
at any territorial extensions in Serbia . . . the maintenance of Euro- 
pean peace depends exclusively on Russia.’ 2 Germany’s attitude must 
be ‘calm’, for only if attacked could Germany count on British 
neutrality and carry public opinion at home with her, the chief need 
being to get the Social Democrats’ support for war. From this point 

1 Id., II, No. 323, Chancellor to Tschirschky (author’s italics). 

2 Id., I, Nos. 197, 198, 200, Bethmann Hollweg to Emperor, Pourtales, Lich- 
nowsky and Schoen; cf. also No. 214, Jagow to Qharg6 d’ Affaires in Bucharest, 
July 26. Marginal note by the Emperor: ‘Calm is the citizen’s first duty! Calm, 
always calm ! A quiet mobilisation is something new.’ 
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on the idea of making ‘Russia alone responsible for any extension of 
the conflict and disturbance of the European peace’ appears with 
increasing frequence in the German documents. Jagow tried to 
influence the attitude of Italy, Rumania and Bulgaria in the event 
of a conflagration by asserting:, that both Germany and Britain were 
continually at pains to ‘keep the conflict localised’ and that only 
Russia could begin the war. 1 ~ - — 

The Chancellor took up this line of argument again in a memo- 
randum sent by him on July 28, qua Prussian Prime Minister, to the 
Prussian legations at the German Courts. Again he defended Aus- 
tria’s conduct and underlined his policy of localising the conflict. 
Just as Jagow, for example, writing to Bucharest on July 26, had al- 
luded to the ‘obvious consequences’ should Russia move against 
Austria, so Bethmann Hollweg ended his memorandum with the 
following passage : 

Meanwhile should, contrary to our hopes, an intervention by Russia 
spread the conflagration, then we should be bound under our alliance to 
support our neighbour with the whole might of the Reich. Only under com- 
pulsion would we resort to the sword, but if we did so, it would be in calm 
assurance that we were guiltless of the sufferings which war might bring to 
the peoples of Europe. . . . Russia alone must bear the responsibility if a 
European war breaks out. 2 

Finally, the Chancellor drafted a telegram from the Emperor to 
the Tsar which reveals more clearly still his intention of saddling 
Russia with the odium of a ‘European conflagration’. ‘If,’ he told the 
Emperor, ‘War should come after all, such a telegram would make 
Russia’s guilt glaringly plain’. 3 

At 1 1 a.m. on July 28 Austria presented her declaration of war on 
Serbia. It was not until the afternoon that Tschirschky appeared with 
the Emperor’s ‘halt in Belgrade’. Berchtold rejected any interven- 
tion as too late. 4 At the same time, however, tension had arisen be- 
tween Vienna and Berlin. On July 27 Jagow had realised that Aus- 
tria could not begin hostilities ‘in practice’ until August 12. The 
German government found this delay regrettable, and in his 

1 Id., No. 2 14, Jagow to Charge d’Affaires in Bucharest, July 26. 

2 DD , II, No. 307; DD, I, No. 214, Jagow to Charge d’Affaires in Bucharest. 

3 Id., II, No. 308, Bethmann Hollweg to the Emperor, July 28; English text of 
the telegram, DD, II, No. 335, Emperor to Tsar; cf. the addition appended by 
B.H. to a second draft of a telegram from the Emperor to the Tsar, July 30: ‘As 
this telegram, too, will be a document of the greatest importance for world history, 
I would most respectfully recommend Your Majesty not to indicate in it that Your 
Majesty’s role of mediator is at an end until Vienna’s decision is announced’ (the 
Chancellor knew that this would be negative). DD, II, No. 408, Chancellor to 
Emperor. 

4 Id., II, Nos. 31 1 and 313, Tschirschky to Foreign Ministry, July 28. 



73 



GERMANY’S AIMS IN THE FIRST WORLD WAR 

telegram to Tschirschky of July 28, quoted above, Bethmann Hollweg 
explained the motives of German policy, which was not so much 
concerned to prevent a European war, as to avoid Austria getting 
herself saddled, out of weakness and (as Lerchenfeld reported to 
Munich) political stupidity, with the odium of having herself pro- 
voked the war : 

The Imperial government is thus put into the extraordinarily difficult 
position of being exposed during the intervening period to the other Powers* 
proposals for mediation and conferences, and if it continues to maintain its 
previous reserve towards such proposals, the odium of having provoked a 
world war will in the end recoil on it, even in the eyes of the German people. 
But a successful war on three fronts (viz., in Serbia, Russia and France) can- 
not be initiated and carried on on such a basis. It is imperative that the 
responsibility for any extension of the conflict to Powers not directly con- 
cerned should under all circumstances fall on Russia alone. 1 

The Chancellor held unwaveringly to his line: ‘localisation’ of 
the conflict; should this prove impossible, then Russia must be 
branded as the aggressor, thus to assure Britain’s neutrality. The 
first object was achieved : from the outbreak of the war to the pres- 
ent day, the chief responsibility for it had been ascribed to Russia. 
The hope of British neutrality was to prove a great illusion. 

In spite of all Lichnowsky’s warnings, the German government 
continued to count confidently on British neutrality in a European 
conflict. It also hoped that neither Italy nor Rumania would be able 
to intervene actively against Germany. With Austria-Hungary’s 
declaration of war, however, the diplomatic manoeuvrings reached 
the critical stage when the event would show whether the confident 
attitude of Germany’s diplomacy and the threat of her ‘gleaming 
sword’ would again tip the balance and secure localisation of the 
conflict, as in 1908-9. The question whether localisation was possible 
was raised on the afternoon of July 28, when Conrad asked whether 
mobilisation was to be carried through against Serbia alone, or also 
against Russia; for he needed to know which the fronts were to be 
by the fifth day of mobilisation, or all the troop trains would be sent 
towards Serbia. The ‘auto matic operation of the war machine’ now 
began to show its effects in Germany, as well as Austria-Hungary. 
Simultaneously with a call from Szogyeny, bringing Conrad’s re- 
quest for pressure on Russia (Berchtold already thought it essential 
for both Austria and Germany to answer Russia’s partial mobilisation 
by general mobilisation), the Chancellor received a memorandum 
from the general staff in which Moltke gave a clear and unambiguous 

1 Id., No. 323, cf. n. 72; on Jagow, OeU, VIII, No. 10792, Szogyeny to Vienna, 
July 27. 
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analysis of the mechanics of mobilisation and alliances and explained 
that they must inevitably lead to world war. 1 Moltke emphasised 
particularly the casual nexus linking Austria’s intervention against 
Serbia via Rus sian partial mobilisa tion to Austrian, Russian and 
German general mobilisations, which would then inevitably draw in 
Frauce^-the-fest^ objective of German military strategy. The general 
staff’s appreciation of the military position caused the Foreign Min- 
istry to revise its view of the importance of Russia’s partial mobilisa- 
tion (which the day before Jagow had not regarded as a cause for 
German mobilisation). 2 Up to this point Bethmann Hollweg had 
rejected as premature Austria’s request for far-reaching military 
counter-measures, but under this pressure from Moltke and Conrad 
he addressed Petersburg in almost ultimatum terms, although the day 
before, Pourtales had reported Sazonov as entirely ready to come an 
astonishingly long way to meet Austria’s standpoint, which would 
have made possible some relaxation of the diplomatic tension. 3 It was 
technically necessary for the military to get a clear picture of Russia’s 
attitude, but Bethmann Hollweg’s sharp tone was also clearly in line 
with the whole of German diplomacy during the July crisis. So long 
as England remained out -and it was hoped that a declaration of 
war by Russia would ensure this^fbe Chancellor was not in the least 
afr aid of putting the Triple Alliance to the test of a European war. 

As pendant to his strong attitude towards Russia, Bethmann 
Hollweg made every effort to appear in British eyes as the ardent 
searcher after peace. In two further interviews with Falkenhayn and 
Moltke, in the morning and the late evening of July 29, 4 on each 
occasion before meeting the British ambassador, he succeeded in 
getting the proclamation of a state of emergency, for which the 
Prussian Minister of War was pressing, postponed, arguing that 
Germany must wait until Russia began general mobilisation; for 
unless the blame for ‘the whole shemozzle’ could be pushed on to 
Russia, it was vain to hope for Britain’s neutrality. If, however, 
Russia were saddled with the war guilt, Britain could not take her 
side. The generals, nevertheless, although still bound by the 

1 Conrad, Vol. IV, pp. 137 ff, General Staff’s memorandum, DD, II, No. 349, 
Grand General Staff to Chancellor, July 29. 

2 See Albertini, op. cit., II, pp. 481 ff. 

3 DD , II, Nos. 342 and 380, Bethmann Hollweg to Pourtales, July 29. Continu- 
ance of Russian mobilisation measures would force Germany also to mobilise ‘so 
that it would then hardly be possible to avoid a European war’. Pourtales’ letter, 
DD, II, No. 282, July 27, arrived at the Foreign Ministry 4.36 a.m., July 28. 

4 Cf. also Albertini, op. cit., pp. 490 ff., n. 1 to p. 491, DD, IV, Annexe IVa, 
No. 2, 1917 ed.; cf. also Hans v. Zwehl, Erich von Falkenhayn, General der Infanterie , 
Berlin, 1926, pp. 56 ff. 
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imperial ‘halt!’, yet decided to send to the German minister in 
Brussels the demand (drafted on July 26) to allow the passage of 
German armies through Belgium. 

In his morning conversation with Goschen on this day of July 29 1 
Bethmann Hollweg again emphasised Germany’s will for peace, and 
informed the ambassador in the strictest confidence of the Emperor’s 
note to Vienna (Halt in Belgrade), again trying to give the impres- 
sion that he was putting the brake on hard in Vienna, which, as we 
have seen, was in reality far from being the case. In the afternoon 
the Emperor consulted successively the Chancellor, Bethmann 
Hollweg, the Minister of War, von Falkenhayn, the Chief of the 
General Staff, von Moltke, the Head of the Military Cabinet, von 
Lyncker (4.40 p.m.), Grand Admiral Prince Henry (6.10 p.m.), 
the Secretary of State for the Navy, von Tirpitz, the Chief of the 
Naval Staff, von Pohl, and the Head of the Naval Cabinet, von Mul- 
ler (7.15 p.m.). The conversations seemed to confirm Germany’s 
hopes of British neutrality, for Prince Henry was able to report that 
George V (‘Georgy’) would remain neutral. 2 The word of a king 
which the Emperor accepted, although von Tirpitz had doubts, 
brought the conversation round to France, Belgium and Holland. 
The Emperor emphasised that Germany wanted no territorial an- 
nexations from France, although his reasons reflected unspoken first 
war aims: Germany only wanted guarantees which should enable 
her to ‘prevent’ further wars. Wilhelm built so largely on King 
George’s reported word that (with Tirpitz’s strong support) he re- 
jected the proposal made by Bethmann Hollweg (who hoped to 
make the offer a sort of reward to Britain for her neutrality) for a 
naval agreement with Britain. 

In his evening conversation with von Falkenhayn and von Moltke 
the Chancellor again insisted that Germany must wait until Russia 
ordered general mobilisation or attacked Austria. For partial mobi- 
lisation did not create a casus foederis, it did not necessarily involve 
war. Germany must wait for total mobilisation, because only there- 
after would both German and British public opinion support Ger- 
many’s attitude in ‘the imminent war with Russia and France’ (as 
the ultimatum to Belgium had already put it). 

Germany concentrated her hopes ever more on getting Britain’s 
promise of neutrality made contractual -as she had already tried 
to do on the occasion of the Haldane Mission. In the famous conver- 
sation vetween Bethmann Hollweg and Goschen late in the night 

1 BD , XI, No. 264, telegram from Goschen to Grey, July 29. 

2 DD, II, No. 374, Prince Henry to Emperor, July 28; on the ‘Crown Council’, 
Albertini, op. cit., pp. 494 ff. 
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of July 29-30 1 the Chancellor tried to pin Britain down by holding 
out prospects of a general agreement on neutrality. He assured Gos- 
chen: ‘We can assure the British Cabinet -provided we are certain of 
their neutrality -that even in case of a victorious war we shall not seek 
any territorial advantage in Europe at the expense of France’ -a 
promise which, however, when Goschen raised the point, he refused 
to extend to France’s colonies. Further, he declared himself ready to 
respect the neutrality and integrity of Holland, provided Germany’s 
enemies would do the same. In speaking of Belgium, however, he 
betrayed Germany’s intention of violating her neutrality by giving 
only the obscure assurance (which also agreed verbatim with the 
ultimatum) that Belgium’s integrity (he did not mention her sover- 
eignty) should not be impaired after the war ‘provided Belgium does 
not take sides against us’ -provided, that is, Belgium did not resist 
Germany’s illegal violation of her territory. 

The British immediately grasped the decisive importance of this 
conversation. Now, Grey for the first time recognised Germany’s 
intention of drawing the maximum political advantage from the 
Serbian conflict, even at the risk of European war. That on top of 
this Germany proposed to march through Belgium, Bethmann Holl- 
weg had already admitted. Grey called the German offer ‘infamous’. 2 
Similarly, Eyre Crowe, his right-hand man in the Foreign Ministry, 
concluded that Germany had practically made up her mind ‘to go 
to war’. What had held her back hitherto had only been the fear 
that Britain would come to the help of France and Belgium. At the 
same time, however, the interview had revealed Germany’s inten- 
tions; wrapped up as they had been, they could be recognised simply 
as the first stages of those German war aims which revealed them- 
selves nakedly soon after the outbreak of the war: French colonies, 
in continuation of the policy of the second Morocco crisis of 1 9 1 1 ; 
in respect of France herself Germany was binding herself only if 
Britain should remain neutral in a continental war (when she would 
make this sacrifice). In that case she would renounce annexations 
at the expense of France; but the implied converse of this observance 
was that if Britain entered the war, Germany, if victorious, would 
claim a free hand to annex French territory. The same reservation 

1 DD, II, No. 373, Chancellor’s notes for his interview with Goschen; cf. also 
Goschen’s report to Grey, checked for accuracy by Bethmann Hollweg, BD, XI, 
No. 293. Jagow’s draft for the declaration to Goschen originally included an offer 
of a naval agreement in return for assurance of Britain’s neutrality in the crisis at 
issue; this offer, however, had to be cancelled owing to objections by the Emperor. 
Cf. Albertini, op. cit., pp. 506 ff. 

2 BD, XI, No. 303, Grey to Goschen; for Crowe, see his minute on the despatch 
from Goschen to Grey, id., No. 293. 
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had been made also in respect of Belgium. Since Belgium resisted, 
Germany afterwards claimed a free hand there also; this reserva- 
tion was already implicit in Bethmann Hollweg’s words. 

The position had been clarified. Germany had revealed her aims 
to Britain in the hope that the attempts made by both sides to reach 
a political settlement would now bear fruit. The conversation also 
marked the high watermark of Germany’s ‘policy of localisation’ ; 
the despatch in which Goschen reported the conversation, the verbal 
accuracy of which he got the Chancellor to check immediately after- 
wards, showed no sign of compromise either in tone or in substance. 
It was only after the British ambassador, who, as he said himself, had 
hardly been able to repress his astonishment but had raised no ob- 
jections, had left the room, that Bethmann Hollweg received Lich- 
nowsky’s telegram, 1 which had arrived earlier but had only now been 
deciphered. Its contents for the first time shook the whole structure 
of Bethmann Hollweg’s diplomacy, the corner-stone of which had 
been the hope of British neutrality. 

The Collapse of Bethmann Hollweg’s Policy 

Lichnowsky reported that Grey had again repeated with extreme 
earnestness his proposal for four-power mediation, and had empha- 
sised that Britain, as a neutral power, was prepared, if Germany 
helped her, to mediate between Austria-Hungary on the one side 
and Serbia and Russia on the other, but that the moment France 
was drawn into the war, Britain would not be able to stand aside. 
This upset the calculation on the basis of which Germany had urged 
Austria to take military action against Serbia and believed herself 
capable of regarding the prospect of European war ‘with equanimity’ 
in the confident hope that Britain would after all remain neutral if 
the responsibility for the war were laid on Russia. Now the situation 
suddenly became threatening. Only three days before Jagow had 
confidently told Jules Cambon, who thought that Britain would in- 
tervene immediately: ‘You have your information, we have ours; 
we are certain of British neutrality.’ 2 The Germans, Bethmann Holl- 
weg most of all, were surprised, even shattered, by Lichnowsky’s 
report, and they grew unsure of themselves. The foundation of their 
policy during the crisis had collapsed. Britain would not remain 
neutral if France were ‘drawn into’ the war. The telegram sent to 
Tschirschky at 3 a.m. on the 30th to inform him of Lichnowsky’s 
message 3 described the new situation : 

1 DD, II, No. 368, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, July 29. 

2 Cf. Albertini, op. cit., p. 520, following Raymond Recouly, Les heures tragiques 
d’avant-guerre (Paris, 1922), p. 23. 

3 DD , II, No. 395, Chancellor to Tschirschky, sent 2.5^ a.m. 
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If, therefore, Austria should reject all mediation, we are faced with a con- 
flagration in which Britain would be against us, Italy and Rumania in all 
probability not with us. We should be two Great Powers against four. With 
Britain an enemy, the weight of the operations would fall on Germany. . . . 
Under these circumstances we must urgently and emphatically suggest to 
the Vienna cabinet acceptance of mediation under the present honourable 
conditions. The responsibility falling on us and Austria for the consequences 
which would ensue in case of refusal would be uncommonly heavy. 

Only five minutes later Bethmann Hollweg sent a telegram to 
Vienna 1 in which he summoned his ally even more energetically to 
stop ‘refusing any exchange of views with Russia’. ‘We are prepared,’ 
he went on, ‘to fulfil our duty as allies, but must refuse to allow 
Vienna to draw us into a world conflagration frivolously and with- 
out regard to our advice.’ 

These two documents, composed simultaneously and despatched 
to Vienna in the small hours, are used, together with Bethmann 
Hollweg’s address to the Prussian Ministry of State on the afternoon 
of the same July 30, 2 to prove the peaceable nature of Germany’s 
policy and to show the ‘absolutely desperate efforts’ made by Beth- 
mann Hollweg to make Vienna retreat. But the significant thing 
about them is not so much Bethmann Hollweg’s urgent attempt to 
get Vienna to accept the British proposals as the fact that they find 
no parallel among the documents of the night of July 20-30 or of 
July 30 itself. The first despatches to go out after the arrival of the 
news from London, they are the products of the shock born of the 
unexpected information about Britain’s attitude. 

As late as 1 1.5 p.m. on the 29th Bethmann Hollweg, completely 
consistently with his previous policy of ‘localisation’, had summoned 
Russia in almost ultimatum terms ‘not to provoke any warlike con- 
flict with Austria’. At 1 2.30 a.m. he informed Vienna of Russia’s par- 
tial mobilisation and added: ‘To avert a general catastrophe, or’- 
and this shows clearly the tactics consistently followed by German 
civilian policy, uninfluenced by the Emperor or the general staff- 
‘in any case to put Russia in the wrong, we must urgently wish Vienna 
to begin and continue conversations [with Russia] in accordance 
with telegram 1 74. 3 The deductions drawn by the Chancellor from 
the ‘Russian mobilisation’ are astonishing, for telegram 1 74 was that 
sent by Jagow to Tschirschky on the 28th, which gave Vienna its 
first information of the British proposals for mediation, but with the 

1 Id., No. 396, id. to id., sent 3 a.m. 

2 Id., No. 456, minutes of session of Prussian Ministry of State, July 30. 

3 Id., No. 380, Chancellor to Pourtales, July 29; No. 385, id. to Tschirschky 
July 29 (author’s italic^. 
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characteristic addition: ‘You must avoid most carefully giving any 
impression that we want to hold Austria back.’ Up to the morning 
of July 30 Berlin had followed its policy of absolutely pressing action 
on Austria. It was only after 12.30 a.m. that Bethmann Hollweg saw 
Lichnowsky’s report from London; this he sent on to Vienna at 
2.55 a.m. with the first urgent warning. This telegram, however, 
also explains what the German ‘advice’ for the prevention of the 
‘world conflagration’ really came to. Austria-Hungary was thus not 
being at all ‘tough’ ( pace Gerhard Ritter) or obstinate, nor set 
on war, and Germany was not being dragged in her wake. Further- 
more, Austria-Hungary had involved herself so deeply in the crisis 
that neither Berchtold nor Tisza thought it possible for her, as a 
great power, to give way now to German pressure which, moreover, 
was not applied with the whole weight available to Germany. More- 
over, Vienna had, as the discussions went on, grown ever more con- 
vinced that the way to strengthen the structure of the Monarchy was 
by way of a war covered by Germany. 

But this is not the only circumstance revealing the exceptional 
character of the documents; there are also the warnings given in the 
course of July 30. For the very next documents show plainly that 
what chiefly concerned Bethmann Hollweg was not so much to save 
the peace as such as to shift the responsibility and guilt for the war 
on to Russia. But the essential point was that although the premises 
of Bethmann Hollweg’s policy, his conditions for undertaking war, 
as laid down by him on July 5 and 6, had collapsed, he could not 
steel himself to change his policy, to talk unambiguously to Vienna 
and to force it to obey him. A declaration to this effect, combined 
with a threat to leave Austria alone if she disregarded it, could have 
saved the Reich from the catastrophe of a war waged under condi- 
tions which had become so unfavourable. But nothing was done. On 
the contrary, the old policy was resumed in the course of the 30th. 

This emerges clearly from the record of the meeting of the Prus- 
sian Ministry of State on July 30, to which Bethmann Hollweg re- 
ported on the situation. His main preoccupation was again ‘to 
represent Russia as the guilty party’, and this, he thought, would be 
most easily achieved if Vienna accepted Germany’s suggestion, 
namely, to assure Petersburg that she meant only to occupy parts of 
Serbia temporarily, as guarantee for the satisfaction of her demands. 
But it also emerges clearly why Bethmann Hollweg was still con- 
tinuing to insist on Russia’s ‘war guilt’. Previously his chief motive 
had been to secure Britain’s neutrality- a hope which, he now remark- 
ed bitterly, had practically disappeared; the second factor in his 
‘mission’ as Chancellor (second to the rapprochement with Britain) now 
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came increasingly into the foreground. If the declaration of war came 
from Russia, he said, there was ‘nothing to fear’ from the Social 
Democrats. ‘There will be no question of a general or partial strike, 
or of sabotage.’ The British intervention had shifted the emphasis in 
his motives, no more. This appears plainly in the despatch sent that 
evening to Vienna and in its cancellation, which also affected in- 
directly the German move taken in the course of the night. 

If [the Chancellor wired to Tschirschky on the evening of July 30] Vienna 
. . . refuses ... to give way at all, it will hardly be possible to place the blame 
on Russia for the outbreak of the European conflagration [not to prevent the 
war, but to place the blame on Russia]. H.M. has, on the request of the 
Tsar, undertaken to intervene in Vienna, because he could not refuse with- 
out awakening an irrefutable suspicion that we wanted war. 1 

Alluding to Britain’s attempts to mediate in Paris and Petersburg, 
he went on : 

If these efforts of Britain’s meet with success, while Vienna refuses every- 
thing, Vienna will prove that it is set on having a war, into which we are 
dragged, while Russia remains free of guilt. This puts us in a quite impossible 
position in the eyes of our own people. We can therefore only urgently 
recommend Vienna to accept Grey’s proposal, which safeguards its position 
in every way. 

The telegram stresses once again the cardinal importance of 
British neutrality, of Russian war guilt and of national solidarity as 
the factors governing German policy. Yet Germany’s peaceful pro- 
testations to Britain were purely tactical, as is made plain by the fate 
of a telegram from King George to Prince Henry 2 suggesting co- 
operation between Germany and Britain to save the peace. This 
telegram arrived just before midnight (1 1.8 p.m.) on July 30. Vague 
as was the glimmer of hope which it offered that Britain might re- 
main neutral, it was enough for Bethmann Hollweg to cancel his 
demand that Vienna should ‘accept Grey’s proposal’ only twelve 
minutes later (11.20 p.m.). At the same time the Chancellor com- 
pletely lifted such pressure -and it had been weak enough -as he had 
been putting on Vienna. No proof could be plainer of the tactical 
nature of Germany’s ‘peace moves’. Comparison with the instruc- 
tions sent to Tschirschky 3 makes this more glaring still. Telegram 
No. 200 called on Vienna to accept mediation, since otherwise 
Russia ‘would bear no blame’. Telegram No. 201, sent by Jagow in 

1 Id., No. 441. 

2 Id., No. 452, July 30. 

3 Tel. 200, cf. n. 93; Tel. 201, DD, II, No. 442, Jagow to Tschirschky, July 30; 
Tel. 202, No. 450, Chancellor to id., July 30; Tel. 203, No. 464, id. to id., July 31 ; 
Tel. 404, No. 479, id. to id., July 3 1 . 
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the same hour, rejected Austria’s proposal for a joint demarche in 
Paris and Petersburg on the ground that Germany ‘could not take 
the same step again’. Telegram No. 202 cancelled telegram No. 200. 
Telegram no. 203 explained telegram No. 202, and telegram No. 204 
on July 31 demanded Austria’s ‘immediate participation in the war 
against Russia’. 

Besides explaining the cancellation telegram by King George’s 
message, Bethmann Hollweg had also drafted, although not yet sent, 
a military explanation 1 which ran: ‘I have cancelled execution of 
instructions in No. 200, because the General Staff has just informed 
me that military measures by our neighbours, especially in the east, 
compel speedy decision if we are not to be taken by surprise.’ This 
alluded to the military considerations which became more and more 
prominent on July 30 and acquired great cogency when the news of 
Russia’s partial mobilisation arrived. 

The Beginning of World War 

That the two demands sent to Vienna-for tactical reasons, and 
by no means in any ‘desperate endeavour to save the peace’ -to 
accept the British proposals constitute an isolated episode, a hesita- 
tion in view of Britain’s attitude, appears more plainly than ever if 
we turn to the steps initiated by Moltke when the news of Russia’s 
partial mobilisation against Austria-Hungary arrived. As late as 
July 29, Moltke and Falkenhayn postponed the proclamation of a 
‘state of imminent war’, in obedience to the Emperor’s orders and 
out of deference to Bethmann Hollweg’s hopes of British neutrality, 
but on the morning of July 30 all such considerations were swept 
aside when the Foreign Ministry (presumably Zimmermann) passed 
on to the general staff the Emperor’s marginal notes on Pourtales’ 
report that Russia had ordered partial mobilisation. 2 Wilhelm’s 
comment on Sazonov’s announcement that Russia was ‘mobilising 
against Austria’ was: ‘Then I must mobilise too’, and he went on: 
‘Then he [sc., Tsar Nicholas II] is taking on himself the guilt’ (for 
a European war). ... ‘I regard my attempted mediation as having 
failed.’ In such theatrical wise did Wilhelm II lay down what on 
another occasion he called ‘his office of mediator’, an office which 
he had in reality never assumed. The Chancellor thereupon informed 
the Emperor ‘that any explanation given by Vienna to Petersburg 
on the purpose and extent of Austria’s measures against Serbia 

1 DD , II, No. 451, draft for a telegram (not despatched) from Chancellor to 
Tschirschky, July 30. 

2 Id., No. 399; Chancellor communicates to Emperor Pourtales’ despatch of 
July 29 (No. 343) (arr. 2.52 p.m.). Both were handed to the Emperor at 7 a.m. on 
July 30 and returned by him the same day with his minutes on the covering letter. 
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[which he urged Berchtold to give] could only make Russia’s guilt 
heavier and prove it more clearly to the whole world’. 1 Thus did 
Bethmann Hollweg again interpret to the Emperor on July 30 the 
governing principles of his policy. 

But the noonday hours of July 30 are important in other respects 
also. During these hours the Emperor received further information 
both on the Russian partial mobilisation and on Britain’s attitude, 2 
the latter supported by a report from the naval attache in London 
that The British fleet will launch an instant and immediate attack on us 
at sea if it comes to war between us and France’. 3 This report caused 
the Emperor extraordinary consternation and disillusionment. He 
and Prince Henry had just been concocting an answer to King 
George, based on his first message that ‘we shall try all we can to 
keep out of this and to remain neutral’. 4 He had hoped very long that 
Britain would remain neutral, but when the despatches reached him- 
very, very belatedly -the situation changed. Their effect on Beth- 
mann Hollweg was to cause temporary hesitations and retreats; on 
the Emperor it was the opposite. His naked hatred of ‘perfidious 
Albion’, of ‘that filthy cur, Grey’, of ‘that filthy nation of grocers’ 
vented itself with elemental violence. ‘England drops the mask the 
moment she thinks we are safely in the corral and done for, so to 
speak.’ He now discovered who was the real war criminal, for Russia 
would never have been able to begin the war without England’s 
support. ‘England alone is responsible for war and peace, not we any 
more!’ The Emperor’s marginal notes grow more and more sweep- 
ing. 5 Germany is encircled; the war of annihilation has been con- 
certed; Germany is to go under; all this is purposeful ‘anti-German 
world policy’; ‘and there have been people,’ he writes in sarcastic 
allusion to the Chancellor, ‘who have believed it possible to win over 
or appease England by one petty concession or another ! ! ! And we 
have put our heads into the noose and have even introduced the slow 
march in our naval programme in the pathetic hope that this would 
placate England!!!’ Wilhelm II felt himself betrayed and double- 
crossed. ‘Edward VII dead is stronger than I am alive.’ At the same 

1 Id., No. 407, Chancellor to Emperor, July 30. 

2 Ibid. On the 30th the Chancellor sends the Emperor Lichnowsky’s report of 
July 29 (No. 368). It returns the same day, covered with the Emperor’s comments. 

3 The Emperor’s marginal notes on the document referred to n. 88. On the 
extent of the mobilisation cf. DD , II, No. 410, Pourtales to Foreign Ministry, 
July 30, arr. 1 1 .50 a.m. 

4 DD, II, No. 374, July 28, Prince Henry to Emperor on his conversation with 
King George. 

5 Marginal notes on Lichnowsky’s despatch (cf. n. 87) and Pourtales’ report 
No. 40 1, July 30. 
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time, however-and this is the further and historic importance of 
Grey’s warning and of Pourtales’ reports -his long-harboured idea 
turned into the conscious purpose of destroying the British Empire 
by unleashing revolution in the Mohammedan world. 

Even before it broke out the war had ceased to be one of the tradi- 
tional wars between cabinets. On July 28 Bethmann Hollweg had 
offered Turkey definitive terms for an alliance guaranteeing Tur- 
key’s territorial integrity vis-a-vis Russia if Turkey would place her 
army under German military command in case of war and would 
further bind herself to take Germany’s side if Russia entered the war 
as a belligerent. 1 The Austro-Serbian conflict was treated as ‘loca- 
lised’, but the whole crisis viewed in the light of general war. On 
July 30 the negotiations were resumed more intensively with the aim 
of making Turkey the base for a war of revolution in the grand style 
against Britain. 2 The results of this turn of policy were the surpris- 
ingly quick conclusion of a German-Turkish alliance on August 2 
and the despatch of the German cruisers Goeben and Breslau to Con- 
stantinople. On July 30 and 31 preparations began to stir up revolt 
in the Caucasus and especially Poland, and thus to initiate the revo- 
lution against the conservative imperial power of the Romanovs 
which ended in the revolutionising of east-central Europe. The strat- 
egy of ‘utilising to the full all means of harming the enemy’ which 
Germany, in Moltke’s words, felt herself ‘entitled to adopt without 
any reservation’, was consistently executed. On August 2 Moltke 
sketched out to Bethmann Hollweg the outlines of Germany’s plans 
for revolution: Turkey was to be made the basis of operations in 
India, Egypt and Persia, Japan was to be supported and induced to 
ally herself with Germany in return for recognition of the Far East 
as a Japanese sphere of interest, the Union of South Africa was to be 
subverted and Scandinavia neutralised, if not drawn into alliance 
with the Central Powers; similarly, the situation in the Balkans, 
Belgium and Italy was to be clarified without delay. 3 

On August 5 Moltke reported to the Chancellor that the plans 
for insurrection in Poland had been laid, and after further allusion 
to ‘India, Egypt and also the Caucasus’ (already touched on on 
August 2) he extended the revolutionary activity to North America. 
‘Feeling in America,’ he reported, ‘is friendly to us; perhaps the 
United States may be induced to turn their navy against Britain if 
Canada is held out to them as the prize of victory.’ 4 

1 DD , II, No. 320, Chancellor to Wangenheim. 

2 Id. Nos. 405 and 41 1 , Wangenheim to Foreign Ministry. 

3 DD, III, No. 662, Moltke to id. 

4 DD, IV, No. 876, id. to id. 
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First, however, the Emperor’s attitude had enabled the military 
to begin action in Prussia and Germany. Since Russia’s partial mobi- 
lisation did not yet constitute, in German eyes, sufficient ground for 
Germany to initiate general mobilisation, Moltke pressed Austria- 
Hungary to adopt instant general mobilisation without, however, 
declaring war on Russia, since the casus foederis for Germany would 
only rise if Russia declared war 1 -and if Russia declared war, Moltke 
still believed that Britain would keep out. When, then, at n.50 a 
telegram from Pourtales revealed the extent of Russian partial mobi- 
lisation, the military were alerted. Nevertheless, when Bethmann 
Hollweg met Falkenhayn and Tirpitz at noon on the 30th, he suc- 
ceeded once again in securing postponement of the proclamation of 
‘imminent threat of war’ on grounds of internal policy. Moltke, 
however, who had attended the meeting uninvited, now took inde- 
pendent action. He sent an urgent warning to Conrad 2 to mobilise 
immediately against Russia (letting the dispositions against Serbia 
take second place) and to announce as his reason the Russian proc- 
lamation of partial mobilisation (‘thus,’ according to Ritter, 
‘making Russia appear the aggressor’). Only ‘so would the casus 
foederis for Germany arise’. Britain’s latest step to preserve the peace 
must be rejected. ‘To last out a European war’ was ‘the last means of 
preserving Austria-Hungary’. ‘Germany will come in under all cir- 
cumstances.’ In the evening Moltke repeated his demands and sent 
the assurance that ‘Germany would mobilise’. Szogyeny reported 
that ‘till recently, all authoritative circles here had regarded the pos- 
sibility of a European conflict with the most complete calm’. Since 
July 30 signs of nervousness had become apparent, but the reason 
was not nervousness over the outbreak of a European war, but 
‘anxiety lest Italy might fail to fulfil her obligations towards her 
partners in the Triple Alliance in the event of a general conflict’. It 
was only because Berlin and Vienna ‘absolutely needed Italy if they 
were to be safe in entering a general conflict’ that Germany was 
repeatedly pressing Vienna -as Moltke did twice on the 30th -to go 
to the limit in meeting Italy over the question of compensation. 

At 9 p.m. on the 30th Bethmann Hollweg and Jagow yielded to 
Moltke’s and Falkenhayn’s insistence that the ‘state of imminent 
war’ must be proclaimed by noon on the next day at the latest. At 
midnight, only three hours after the evening meeting, Moltke had 

1 Conrad, op. cit., pp. 151 ff. Tel. Captain Fleischmann to Moltke, cf. Ritter, 
op. cit., pp. 319 ff., cf. Wegerer, op. cit., II, pp. 1 13 ff. ; DD , II, No. 410, Pourtales 
to Foreign Ministry, July 30. 

2 Conrad, op. cit., pp. 152 ff. ; Tel. from Austro-Hungarian Military Attach^ in 
Berlin, Baron Bienerth, to Conrad, July 30, midday; Tel. from Moltke to Conrad, 
July 30, evening, arr. 7.45 a.m., July 31. 
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his adjutant, von Haeften, draft the Emperor’s proclamation to his 
people, his army and his navy. 1 At 9 a.m. on July 31 it was agreed 
that the order for the measures of mobilisation consequent on this 
proclamation should be issued if Russia’s general mobilisation was 
confirmed. 

The report of Russia’s general mobilisation was confirmed at noon 
on July 31. In the afternoon the Emperor, speaking from a balcony 
of the Palace, proclaimed a ‘state of imminent threat of war’, de- 
claring that ‘they are pressing the sword into our hand’, Bethmann 
Hollweg’s courage in waiting for Russia to order general mobilisa- 
tion had thus reaped its reward : the German people was ready for 
war in the conviction that it had been gratuitously assailed. Sazonov 
had put this trump into his hand. By making Russia appear the 
guilty party, Bethmann Hollweg had also been able to eliminate the 
possibility of opposition from the Social Democrats. On the 31st 
Lerchenfeld reported to Munich, sarcastically but with relief, that 
the Social Democrats had ‘in duty bound, demonstrated in favour 
of peace’, but were now ‘keeping quite quiet’. 2 This was also the pur- 
pose of giving Russia twelve hours’ notice in the ultimatum, and of 
the postponement until August 1 (made possible by the perfection of 
her dispositions) of Germany’s general mobilisation. 

At the very last hour it again appeared possible that Bethmann 
Hollweg’s policy might bear fruit and Britain remain neutral. On 
August 1, after the order for mobilisation had been signed, an offer 
arrived from London to guarantee France’s neutrality. 3 This seemed 
to hold out the prospect of war on a single front. The Emperor ac- 
cepted the offer and ordered Moltke ‘to hold up the advance west- 
ward’. There followed the famous scene which exposed the utter 
helplessness of Germany’s military rigidity. Moltke protested against 
the Emperor’s order, saying that the only up-to-date plan of cam- 
paign (the famous Schlieffen Plan, revised by him in 1913) provided 
for attack only against France. Nevertheless the Emperor ordered 
that the advance, which had already begun -patrols had penetrated 
into Luxemburg-was to be halted. Moltke was beside himself at the 
possibility of France remaining neutral and said that if the advance 
into France did not take place, he could ‘undertake no responsibility 
for the war’. ‘Now,’ he remarked bitterly, as we know from the recol- 
lections of the Head of the Naval Cabinet, ‘it only remains for 
Russia to back out, too.’ After sharp argument, the Chancellor and 

1 Wegerer, op. cit., II, p. 122. 

2 DD , IV, Annexe IV, No. 27, Lerchenfeld to Hertling, July 31 (private letter). 

3 Georg Alexander von Muller, Regierte der Kaiser? Tagebuchaufzeichnungen, 
ed. Walter Gorlitz (Berlin and Frankfurt, 1959), p. 38. 
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the Chief of the General Staff ended by agreeing that the advance 
would have to go on ‘for technical reasons’. Britain’s offer had come 
too late. Yet the illusion persisted and even gathered strength. A 
second telegram from Lichnowsky on the same day suggested a pos- 
sibility that Britain might remain neutral even in a war between 
Germany and both Russia and France. 1 ‘What a fabulous turn of 
events,’ reported Muller ‘the Emperor was delighted, and called for 
champagne’, as was his habit later, during the war, to celebrate real 
or imagined victories. Bethmann Hollweg’s policy seemed to have 
succeeded. Germany could engage Russia and France at her ease. 
But these hopes were to prove short-lived. 

The subsequent disillusionment served to inflame still further 
Germany’s hatred of Britain, which now became almost unbounded. 
On the other hand, it cleared the way for the westward advance as 
foreseen in the Schlieffen Plan. Italy having declared neutrality, the 
Germans began the World War in the face of the most unfavourable 
possible grouping of the powers. The declaration of war on Russia 
on August i and on France on August 3, punctilious as they were 
from the bureaucratic point of view and devastating as were their 
effects on opinion elsewhere in the world, nevertheless only marked 
the formal end of the complex process which had led up to them. In 
this respect, too, it is characteristic that Austria-Hungary’s declara- 
tions of war on Russia and on the Western Powers followed only a 
week later, under German pressure, and that Germany’s declaration 
of war had long since started on its journey when the Tsar tele- 
graphed again to express confidence that peace could still be pre- 
served in spite of the mobilisations. The violation of Belgium’s neu- 
trality enabled the British government to win over parliament and 
people for immediate entry into the war, a decision politically moti- 
vated by the often expressed determination not to allow Germany to 
overthrow France and leave Britain to face alone a continent domi- 
nated by Germany. 



Who Was ‘Guilty’? 

There is no question but that the conflict of military and political 
interests, of resentment and ideas, which found expression in the July 
crisis, left no government of any of the European powers quite free 
of some measure of responsibility -greater or smaller -for the out- 
break of the war in one respect or another. It is, however, not the 
purpose of this work to enter into the familiar controversy, on which 
whole libraries have been written, over the question of war guilt, to 

1 Id., p. 39; cf. also DD, III, No. 570, Lichnowsky to Foreign Ministry, 
August 1. 
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discuss exhaustively the responsibility of the individual statesmen 
and soldiers of all the European powers concerned, or to pass final 
judgment on them. We are concerned solely with the German 
leaders’ objectives and with the policy actually followed by them in 
the July crisis, and that only in so far as their policy throws light on 
the postulates and origins of Germany’s war aims. 

It must be repeated: given the tenseness of the world situation in 
1914-a condition for which Germany’s world policy, which had al- 
ready led to three dangerous crises (those of 1905, 1908 and 1 9 1 1 ) , 
was in no small measure responsible -any limited or local war in 
Europe directly involving one great power must inevitably carry 
with it the imminent danger of a general war. As Germany willed 
and coveted the Austro-Serbian war and, in her confidence in her 
military superiority, deliberately faced the risk of a conflict with 
Russia and France, her leaders must bear a substantial share of the 
historical responsibility for the outbreak of general war in 1914. This 
responsibility is not diminished by the fact that at the last moment 
Germany tried to arrest the march of destiny, for her efforts to in- 
fluence Vienna were due exclusively to the threat of British interven- 
tion and, even so, they were half-hearted, belated and immediately 
revoked. 

It is true that German politicians and publicists, and with them 
the entire German propaganda machine during the war and Ger- 
man historiography after the war -particularly after Versailles- 
have invariably maintained that the war was forced on Germany, 
or at least (adopting Lloyd George’s dictum, made for political 
reasons, that ‘we all stumbled into the war’) that Germany’s share 
of the responsibility was no greater than that of the other partici- 
pants. But confidential exchanges between Germany and Austria, 
and between the responsible figures in Germany itself, untinged by 
any propagandist intent, throw a revealing spotlight on the real re- 
sponsibility. 

A few weeks after the outbreak of war, during the crises on the 
Marne and in Galicia, the Austrians asked urgently for German help 
against the superior Russian armies facing them. It was refused. 
Count Tisza then advised Berchtold to tell the Germans: ‘That we 
took our decision to go to war on the strength of the express state- 
ments both of the German Emperor and of the German Imperial 
Chancellor that they regarded the moment as suitable and would be 
glad if we showed ourselves in earnest.’ 

Just three years later, on August 14, 1 9 1 7, at the climax of a heated 
debate whether the war should be continued in the interest of Ger- 
many’s war aims, Austria-Hungary’s Foreign Minister, Count 
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Czernin, told his German interlocutors excitedly: ‘It was not Austria 
alone that began the war then.’ Characteristically, the official Ger- 
man minutes in the Imperial Chancellery left Czernin’s next sen- 
tence incomplete and passed over the retorts of the German states- 
men, Michaelis, Kuhlmann and Helfferich, but the minutes of the 
Army High Command (the OHL) gave the sentence in full : ‘Ger- 
many demanded that the ultimatum to Serbia should be drawn up 
in those sharp terms.’ 1 

In February, 1918, again, Czernin asked Berchtold if he would 
object if he (Czernin) published a letter written by him to Tisza 
shortly before the outbreak of war, which showed: ‘what strong 
efforts Germany was making at that time to hold us to a hard line, 
and how our alliance might have been in danger if we had given 
way’. 2 

There is other evidence to confirm that the Central Powers in no 
way ‘slid into war’. Josef Baernreither, an Austrian politician who 
was entirely well disposed towards the Reich and was a leading 
champion of the Mitteleuropa idea during the war, made the follow- 
ing entry on the July crisis in his diary for December, 1914: 

The Germans were afraid that we would refuse to go with them if the war 
broke out over some question remote from us. At Algeciras we were still 
‘seconds’: later, not even that; in the Morocco crisis we did not stand by 
Germany firmly. But war was bound to come, as things had developed, 
through the faults of German and Austro-Hungarian diplomacy. So when 
the Sarajevo murder took place, Germany seized her opportunity and made 
an Austrian grievance her signal for action. That is the history of the war . 3 

Finally, on October 8, 1919, Czernin telegraphed to Karl H. von 
Wiegand (the Berlin correspondent of the Herald and Examiner ) the 
following reply to questions addressed to him by Wiegand : 

Repeated conversations and interviews I had with Ambassador von 
Tschirschky could create no other impression than that his [the German] 
government expected warlike action on our part against Serbia. Especially a 
conversation I had with him during the early half of July convinced me that 
if we did not show this time that we were in earnest, then on the next occa- 
sion Berlin not only would not support us, but would in fact ‘orient’ itself in 
some other direction. 

What that would have meant for us, in view of the ethnographical com- 
position of the Dual Monarchy and the territorial aspirations of our neigh- 
bour states, need not be explained. 

Tschirschky was informed about the material points in the ultimatum to 

1 Muller, op. cit., p. 245 (entry of December 31, 1916). 

2 Hantsch, op. cit., II, p. 81 1. 

3 From Baernreither’s papers preserved in the Vienna Staatsarchiv. 
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Serbia before the final editing of the note and the textual contents were 
given to him two days before the Belgrade demarche . 1 

Baernreither was confirmed in his view of the nature of the July 
crisis by a conversation which he had in November, 1915, with Otto 
Hoetzsch of Berlin, the historian of eastern Europe, leader-writer 
for the Kreuzzeitung and later German National deputy in the Reich- 
stag. ‘Then 5 (sc., after July 5, 1914), runs the entry in Baernreither’s 
diary, ‘the Emperor went off to Norway, knowing certainly that war 
would break out. Germany had arranged all this very cleverly, and 
had shown alertness and judgment in picking an occasion when she 
was certain of Austria’s support in waging a war the inevitability of 
which had been becoming apparent for years past.’ 

A week later Hoetzsch’s Berlin colleague, the economist Jas trow, 
confirmed the correctness of Hoetzsch’s view to Baernreither. 

Arthur von Gwinner, Director of the Deutsche Bank, again con- 
firmed most clearly the will to risk war which existed in Germany, 
especially in the Foreign Ministry, in a conversation which he 
had on the July crisis at the end of August, 1914, with von Capelle, 
the Under-Secretary of State in the Reich Naval Office. He, too, 
stressed the factor of Austria’s unreliability : 

The only reason why Lichnowsky was not informed was because here [in 
the Wilhelmstrasse] they were determined to force a conflict. When Capelle 
asked who had been the man behind this pressure, Gwinner answered, ‘Herr 
von Stumm, in the Foreign Office, for example.’ When Capelle expressed 
some doubt, he went on: ‘Perhaps it was a whole group. They worked 
systematically to get Austria committed inextricably, as the first step, so as 
to be sure of her. The whole plan of campaign against Serbia was arranged 
in advance to make a conflict inevitable.’ 2 

This grave statement was published as early as 1926 by no less a 
man than Grand Admiral von Tirpitz, in his Deutsche Ohnmachts- 
politik (Germany’s Policy of Weakness), but it has, so far as the 
author knows, passed unnoticed. 

Admiral Muller, commenting in his diary on the Entente’s answer 
of December 31, 1 9 1 6, to the German peace offer-a document which 
ascribed to Germany a substantial share of the guilt for the World 
War- wrote that it ‘contained certain bitter truths on our doings at 
the outbreak of the war’. 3 

Finally Albert Ballin, Bethmann Hollweg’s and Jagow’s intimate 

1 Joseph Goricar and Beecher Stowe, The Inside Story of Austro-German Intrigue 
(New York, 1920), pp. 300 ff. 

2 Alfred von Tirpitz, Deutsche Ohnmachtspolitik im Weltkriege (Berlin, 1926), 
pp. 65 ff. 

3 Muller, op. cit., p. 245 (entry of December 31, 1916). 
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political confidant (he was sent to London by Jagow at the beginning 
of the crisis of July, 1914, in an attempt to secure Britain’s neutrality, 
and was summoned to Berlin in the middle of 1915 to help draft 
Germany’s note to the United States which was to decide on peace 
or war with America but was not received by Jagow after all), wrote 
at that date to the Secretary of State, out of his intimate knowledge 
of what had been done in July, 1914: 

I make every allowance for a man who is heavily incriminated, as Your 
Excellency is, and has to bear the frightful responsibility for having staged 
this war ( fur die Inscenierung dieses Krieges) which is costing Germany genera- 
tions of splendid men and setting her back 100 years. 1 

The official documents afford ample proofs that during the July 
crisis the Emperor, the German military leaders and the Foreign 
Ministry were pressing Austria-Hungary to strike against Serbia 
without delay, or alternatively agreed to the despatch of an ultima- 
tum to Serbia couched in such sharp terms as to make war between 
the two countries more than probable, and that in doing so they de- 
liberately took the risk of a continental war against Russia and 
France. But the decisive point is that, as we now know-although for 
a long time it was not admitted -these groups were not alone. On 
July 5 and 6 the Imperial Chancellor, Bethmann Hollweg, the man 
in whom the constitution vested the sole responsibility, decided to 
take the risk and even over-trumped the Emperor when he threat- 
ened to weaken. That this was no ‘tragic doom’, no ‘ineluctable des- 
tiny’, but a deliberate decision of policy emerges beyond doubt from 
the diary of his private secretary, Kurt Riezler, who recorded in it 
his conversations with the Chancellor in the critical days (and, in- 
deed, over many years). These diaries have not yet been published, 2 
but the extracts from them which have seen the light furnish irre- 
futable proof that during the July crisis Bethmann Hollweg was 
ready for war. More than this. Riezler’s entry for the evening of July 
8, after Bethmann Hollweg’s return to Hohenfinow (where Rathe- 
nau was also stopping) shows what advance calculations the leaders 
of Germany were making in respect of the situation produced by the 
Sarajevo murder. According to his secretary, the Chancellor said: 
‘If war doesn’t come, if the Tsar doesn’t want it or France panics 
and advises peace, we have still achieved this much, that we have 
manoeuvred the Entente into disintegration over this move.’ 

In other words, Bethmann Hollweg reckoned with a major general 

1 Ballin to Jagow, Foreign Ministry, Weltkrieg , No. 18 (secret). 

2 The diaries have not yet been made available to the public. They are being 
prepared for publication by K. D. Erdmann, who has quoted a few extracts from 
them in a lecture. See Geschichte in Wissenschaft und Unterricht , 1964. 
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war as the result of Austria’s swift punitive action against Serbia. If, 
however, Russia and France were again to draw back (as in 1909 
and I9ii)-which he at first regarded as the less probable eventu- 
ality-then at least Germany would have achieved a signal diplo- 
matic victory: she would have split Russia from France and isolated 
both without war. But war was what he expected, and how he ex- 
pected its course to run we learn from his predecessor in the Chan- 
cellorship, Biilow, who had a long discussion with him at the be- 
ginning of August. Bethmann Hollweg told Billow that he was 
reckoning with ‘a war lasting three, or at the most, four months . . . 
a violent, but short storm’. Then, he went on, revealing his innermost 
wishes, it would ‘in spite of the war, indeed, through it’, be possible 
to establish a friendly relationship with England, and through Eng- 
land with France. He hoped to bring about ‘a grouping of Germany, 
England and France against the Russia colossus which threatens the 
civilisation of Europe’. 

Bethmann Hollweg himself often hinted darkly during the war 
how closely Germany had been involved in the beginning of the war. 
He was less concerned with the ‘staging’ of it than to register the 
spirit of the German leaders who had made it possible for the war 
to be begun even after the premises for it had collapsed. The follow- 
ing bitter words are taken from his address to the Central Commit- 
tee of the Reichstag at the beginning of October, 1916, during the 
sharp debate on the initiation of unlimited submarine warfare; they 
outline Germany’s real ‘guilt’, her constant over-estimation of her 
own powers, and her misjudgment of realities: 

Since the outbreak of the war we have not always avoided the danger of 
underestimating the strength of our enemies. The extraordinary develop- 
ment of the last twenty years seduced wide circles into over-estimating our 
own forces, mighty as they are, in comparing them with those of the rest of 
the world ... in our rejoicing over our own progress (we have) not paid 
sufficient regard to conditions in other countries . 1 

The July crisis must not be regarded in isolation. It appears in its 
true light only when seen as a link between Germany’s ‘world 
policy’, as followed since the mid- 1890s, and her war aims policy 
after August, 1914. 

1 Records of the Budget Committee of the Reichstag, Vol. XVI. 
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IN EXPECTATION OF A BLITZ VICTORY 

FROM BETHMANN HOLLWEG TO GLASS 



With the outbreak of the World War the general staff’s plan for a 
war on two fronts -prepared years previously-immediately came 
into operation. The deployment of the German army was based on 
the Schlj^effen^Elan, which reckoned with the Russian army’s mobi- 
lisation being slow and therefore allowed at first for only a delaying 
action with weak German forces in the east, leaving the Austrians 
to bear the main weight of the operations on that front. In the west 
the mass of the German expeditionary force was to march through 
Belgium and annihilate the French army and British expeditionary 
force, if present, in a super-Cannae within a few weeks. After France 
had been eliminated as a military power and Britain, if she had in- 
tervened, been driven out of the Continent, the general staff planned 
to transfer the German army to the east, where it would combine 
with the Austro-Hungarian army in advances from East Prussia 
and Galicia and inflict an equally decisive defeat on the Russian 
army in Poland. 1 So within a few months the Central Powers would 
be left dominating the Continent as undisputed victors. 

Successful execution of these plans would have left Belgium and 
Poland at Germany’s mercy after a few months, with France and 
Russia forced to accept her terms. When the campaign seemed to be 
working out according to plan, the outline of the problem of the fate 
of these countries -in other words, Germany’s war aims -began to 
take shape. 



Pre-war Imperialism and War Aims 

In the fantastic national upsurge of August, 1914, considerations 
of war aims at first hardly entered into the consciousness of the mass 
of the German people. When, on August 4, the Reichstag met in 
solemn session in the White Hall of the royal palace in Berlin, and 
the Emperor, in his speech from the throne, uttered his famous 
words: ‘It is no lust of conquest that inspires us’, he was beyond 

1 Gerhard Ritter, Der Schlieffen Plan (Munich, 1956, the latest and most exhaust- 
ive study of this complex of problems); id. in the Her zf eld Festschrift , 1957; in 
November, 1912, Moltke reckoned on beating France in four to five weeks' (Ritter, 
p. 541, n. 38). 
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doubt voicing the feelings of the overwhelming majority of the Ger- 
man people. The popular enthusiasm which erupted in patriotic 
songs in streets and squares was rooted in a sincere feeling of having 
been made victims of a long-planned ‘encirclement’ and deliberate 
assault by jealous enemies-as the Chancellor said often enough on 
later occasions. Both public opinion and the government’s official 
utterances strongly stressed the defensive character of the war; and 
up to the end of the war, and after it, all official commentaries ex- 
plaining Germany’s attitude during the war took this line. The 
German official version of the First World War as a p urely de fensive 
struggle has proved so enduring that it has largely determined the 
picture of German war aims, not only from 1914 to 1918, but down 
to our own days. 

By adopting the slogan of a war of defence, the government 
seemed to have renounced in advance all conquests. But it was only 
a few weeks before the slogan changed from ‘war of self-defence’ to 
the necessity-in view of the possibility of a second war-of acquiring 
‘safeguards’ and ‘guarantees’ for the future of the German Empire be- 
fore arms could safely be laid down. This led to a determination to 
achieve decisive victory and to dictate the peace terms to the enemy. 
On that same August 4 on which the Reichstag listened to the 
Emperor’s speech from the throne, the Militarwochenblatt struck the 
key-note for the future in the following passage: ‘Russia has forced 
war on us unscrupulously for the sake of —Serbia! The hour of reck- 
oning, which could not long have been postponed, has struck. ... If 
God in His grace should grant us the victory, then . . . vae victisV 1 

A week later, when the First Foot Guards left for the front, the 
Emperor swore not again to sheathe the sword until he could dictate 
the peace. 2 In exactly the same way, the king of Bavaria, Ludwig 
III, promised to carry on the war ‘until the enemy accepts the con- 
ditions which we dictate to him’. 

The Party Truce and War Aims 

The German government could not openly proclaim its desire to 
ma ke profit o ut of the war, or at least to keep a free hand for the 
eventuality of ultimate victory; it had to present itself both to world 
public opinion and to its own people in an attitude consonant with 
its solemn announcement that its war was one of self-defence. This 
was particularly necessary in dealing with the Social Democrats 

1 Militarwochenblatt , August 4, 1914, col. 2301 f. 

2 Deutscher Geschichtskalender , ed. von Wippermann and Purlitz, 1914, Vol. 2, 
August 11, 1914; cf. Der Europaische Krieg in aktenmassiger Darstellung , Vol. 1, 
(Leipzig, 1914), p. 132. 
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who had been the strongest party in the Reichstag since 1912, and 
with the Socialist Trade Unions, which constituted the biggest politi- 
cal mass organisation in imperial Germany. Without the Social 
Democrats and the workers controlled by it the war could^not be 
carried on. This was why the mobilisation of anthTsarisremofion 
among the Social Democrats was essential for tfie^establishment of 
the national united front of August 4, 1914. In fact, even before war 
broke out, Bethmann Hollweg was able to report with satisfaction 
to the Prussian Ministry of State, on July 30, that feeling was ‘gener- 
ally good’, and that 

he believed himself entitled to conclude from his conversations with the 
deputy Siidekum that there was no reason to fear any particular trouble 
from the Social Democrats or their party leaders. There would be no ques- 
tion of a general strike or of partial strikes or of sabotage. 1 

The Conservatives, at least, who had at that time to be counted 
as a government party, were from the first firmly resolved not to 
exclude conquests by war. 2 The Social Democrats, who, by virtue 
of their special position in imperial Germany, were the one party 
capable of speaking up in the Reichstag, proposed on August 4 to 
include in their statement, to be read out by Hugo Haase (President 
of the party and of its parliamentary representatives), a passage to 
the effect that the Social Democrats would oppose any attempt to 
make a war of conquest out of the conflict. Laborious negotiations 
followed, and Count Westarp, the spokesman for the Conservatives, 
forced the Social Democrats to revise their attitude by threatening 
that if they made such a declaration, he would answer Haase’s 
speech with another which, in the nature of things, could only be 
directed against the ‘impossible and internationally detrimental 
passage’ about the war of conquest. The Social Democrat deputies 
retreated and contented themselves with a vague remark that peace 
must be restored after the security of Germany’s frontiers against 
foreign enemies had been established. The episode contained the 
germs of all those future tensions within the Social Democratic 
party which the collaboration between their right wing and the 
Chancellor afterwards brought to an open split. 

It was the Soci al Democrats’ retreat o ver the war aims question 
that made possible the in ter-party truce of August 4 and also saved 
the Chancellor from the need to define his attitude on the question 
of annexations at that date. 

1 DD, II, No. 456, p. 178, Minutes of the session. 

2 Kuno Graf v. Westarp, Konservative Politik in Kaiserreich (Berlin, 1935), Vol. II, 
pp. 1 f. ; letter from Westarp to Heydebrand und der Lasa, August 6, 1914. 
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Consideration for the German workers, and for international 
opinion, led Bethmann Hollweg to veto an official debate on war 
aims at the end of 1914, although very far-reaching war aims for 
Germany had been publicly formulated in the ebullience of the first 
weeks of war. Bethmann Hollweg’s public reticence has been gener- 
ally interpreted by historians as indicating that he had himself no 
war aims in mind. 1 The real reason, however, why he wanted no 
public debate on war aims was that he thought that its political effects, 
both internal and international, would be harmful. He said as much 
himself in confidence, for example in a letter which he wrote in 
March, 1916, to the Munich historian, Erich Marcks. Marcks, as 
spokesman for the ‘national circles’, had urged the Chancellor to 
allow a public debate on war aims. Bethmann Hollweg’s answer 2 
is extremely characteristic of his attitude. Pressed to define ‘positive’ 
war aims, he answered: \ . . I understand that many circles should 
entertain this wish, and I share it. I, too, am anxious for the moment 
when it will be possible to give a lead in this sense, to define concrete 
aims.’ He ended : ‘The moment when the end can be foreseen, or the 
direction from which it comes, the time to speak will have arrived.’ 
He admitted that any public statement made by him on war aims 
could only mask or hint at his real intentions. He wrote to Marcks : 

I have thrown open to debate the great middle-European idea which will 
determine our future, I have alluded to our great tasks in the east, but for 
the rest I could not in my speeches go beyond securing our frontiers against 
every danger, blocking the invasion-gates of Belgium and Poland. My allu- 
sions assumed the inclusion of Belgium and Poland within the sphere of 
power of Mitteleuropa, which is assuredly no small aim. . . . We are keeping 
all the cards in our hand hidden from the enemy’s eyes. 3 

The Genesis of the September Programme 

If the Chancellor spoke in March, 1916 of his own war aims, the 
basis for these must be sought in his war aims programme of Sep- 
tember, 1914. For, quite contrary to what he said after his dismisal 

1 Cf. also Werner Conze, Die Z eit Wilhelms II in Deutsche Geschichte im Ueberhlick , 
ein Handbuch, ed. Petter Rassow (Stuttgart, 1953b p. 605. So also the latest general 
account by Karl Dietrich Erdmann, Die Z e ^ des Weltkrieges in Bruno Gebhardt, 
Handbuch der deutschen Geschichte , 8th revised edition, ed. H. Grundmann, Vol. IV, 
p. 42, where Bethmann Hollweg’s attitude is described as wavering and unsyste- 
matic. The same view is argued by Martin Gohring, Bismarcks Erben 1890-1945, 
Deutschlands Weg von Wilhelm II bis Adolf Hitler , 2nd enlarged ed. (Wiesbaden, 
I959)> P- II2 - 

2 Statement to Admiral Pohl who conveyed it to Jagow on September 5, 1914, 
cf. E. Zechlin, ‘Deutschland zwischen Kabinettskrieg und Wirtschaftskrieg’, 
Histor. Zeitschr. 199/2, October, 1965, p. 376. 

3 Ebenda, pp. 377, 383. 
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and in his memoirs, Bethmann Hollweg occupied himself in the very 
first weeks of the war with the question of the future extension of 
Germany’s power. 

The Chancellor showed that he completely shared the expectations 
and illusions of the military chiefs when, in explaining the possible 
uses of the German fleet in the first days of September, he ‘repeatedly’ 
stressed that he intended to keep the fleet up to strength ‘in order 
that England should not in the end be in a position to deprive us of 
the fruits of victory over France and Russia’. He spoke these words 
on September 5, one day before the opening of Joffre’s counter- 
offensive, ^ litjE^ne^ about the outcome of the war. 

(The victory at Tannenberg in the east was won on Augu st 27 . On 
August 31 Jagow judged ‘our successes’ in the west to be so consider- 
able that from Luxembourg he informed the German ambassador 
in Rome via Zimmermann in Berlin that the time for discussing 
compensations and concessions to Italy had passed; Italy had 
backed the wrong horse.) 

Drafts of the Emperor’s proclamation to the French people, dated 
September 6 and prepared in French by the Chancellor’s personal 
assistants at General Headquarters -Kurt Riezler, Gerhard von 
Mutius and Wilhelm von Radowitz -provide proof of the general 
expectation that the decisive victory over France was at hand. In a 
war, the proclamation ran, into which Germany had been forced 
by the coalition policies of the Triple Entente, the issue between 
Germany and France was now settled; France, or rather northern 
France, was occupied and would remain occupied so long as ‘your 
allies, and especially England, continue the war-and so prevent 
your government from concluding a just peace’. (The London 
agreement whereby the three Entente powers engaged themselves 
not to conclude a separate peace had been signed on the previous 
day.) 

The fact that the publication of this proclamation was prevented 
by the battle of the Marne does not affect its historical significance 
in assessing German expectations before the turning point in what 
Moltke called ‘this brilliantly initiated campaign’. 1 

According to the view expressed by Bethmann Hollweg to Bulow 
shortly after the outbreak of war, the defeat of the French army was 
to be followed immediately by a separate peace with France and the 
offer of a Defence and Aid Pact; France would be ‘spared’ in order 
that she might ‘do battle with us’, that is to say, fight on the German 
side-against Britain? against Russia? Such were the calculations 
between the Emperor, Bethmann Hollweg, Jagow, Tirpitz and 

1 Hellmuth v. Moltke, Erinnerungen usw. i8yy-igi6 (Stuttgart 1922), pp. 385 ff. 
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others at headquarters between August 19 and September 10. 
France, if she was to be won for this programme, would have to be 
compensated for the projected loss of the ores of Longwy-Briey by 
receiving, after the partition of Belgium, the Walloon southern half 
of that country, that is to say, a large part of industrial Belgium. On 
October 20 Delbruck, Secretary of State in the Reich Interior Office, 
endorsed such a solution as a ‘reasonable compromise’. Further, at 
the end of October, Delbruck, still anticipating an imminent Ger- 
man victory (since the whole nation, including senior civil servants, 
had been deceived about the seriousness of the setback on the 
Marne), drew up lists of persons suitable for administrative employ- 
ment in the military government to be established in France. 

These plans had further purposes: either, on the one hand, to 
secure the withdrawal of England from the war as a consequence of 
the fall of France (and the expected collapse of Russia), or alterna- 
tively, should England remain stubborn, to secure the use of the 
coasts of France for the prosecution of the war against Britain, par- 
ticularly with submarines and in the air. On September 5 the Wiirt- 
temberg plenipotentiary, General von Gravenitz, reported in the 
following terms to his Prime Minister von Weizsacker, from General 
Headquarters, on the basis of a number of conversations with leading 
military and civilian personages: The Chancellor, like everybody 
else, was proceeding from the assumpt ion that E ngland and Japan 
musL-be-ddeated ; but it was clear lolhe more thoughtful among 
them that Germany’s exis ting naval strength was insufficien t for this 
purpose and that the German fleet needed to be substantially in- 
creased -specifically with French and Belgian finance. There must 
therefore be an interim peace with France afterlKe complete des- 
truction of French power. Further, the German fleet must be so re- 
inforced with the help of French and Belgian levies -either for the 
current war or a second one— that it would be able to lay siege to 
Britain and so enable Germany to compel England to recognize the 
situation created by Germany on the Continent, east and west. 1 

On September 6, the day on which Joffre’s order of the day un- 
leashed the allied counter-offensive on the Marne, the Chancellor 
wrote: ‘We must persevere until Germany’s future security is fully 
guaranteed.’ On the next day Moltke referred in a proclamation to 
a peace ‘which in the foreseeable future could be disturbed by no foe’. 2 

What the Chancellor meant when he referred to Germany’s 

1 E. Zechlin, Probleme des Kriegskalkuls und der Kriegsbeendigung im Ersten Weltkrieg , 
Gesch. in Wissenschaft u. Unterricht, 1965, p. 75 (from the papers of Carl v. Weiz- 
sacker) . 

2 Amt lie he Kriegsdepeschen nach Berichten von Wolfs Telegraphenbiiro, WTB, 1, p. 1 17. 



IOO 



THE GENESIS OF THE SEPTEMBER PROGRAMME 



‘security’ can be discovered in the ‘preliminary principles’ for an 
armistice with France which he sent to Delbruck on September 9 
when the collapse of France seemed imminent. This September Pro- 
gramme should be understood not merely as an examination of the 
means to the end of defeating Britain (as some German historians 
have interpreted it-since it was first published in the first edition of 
this book) ; it was also a statement of war aims because its general 
principles, if carried into effect, would have permanently changed 
the face of Europe. 

The kernel of this September Programme consists of the Mittel- 
europa idea with its claim to German hegemony. This idea had 
taken root even before the war among a party of German bankers 
and industrialists, and took shape on the outbreak of war as a war 
aim which was meant as a more moderate alternative to the All- 
deutsch programme of conquest, and one which seemed economically 
both necessary and attainable^ Memoranda and letters from Walther 
Rathenau and Arthur von Gwinner had confirmed Bethmann Holl- 
weg in these ideas, which he had discussed with Delbruck in mid- 
August, 1914; before he left Berlin for General Headquarters at 
Coblenz. Rathenau , who had been entrusted in the same month 
with the organisation of the Department for military raw materials 
in the War Ministry and thus put in a position of key importance 
for the further conduct of the war, had submitted to the Chancellor 
a lengthy memorandum 1 recapitulating the ideas already brought 
forward by him in 19 1 1 and 1913. As he argued it, only a Germany 
reinforced by ‘Mitteleuropa’ would be in a position to maintain her- 
self as an equal world power between the world powers of Britain 
and the United States on the one side and Russia on the other. The 
road to this he saw in a co mpromis e with France on the one hand, 
and on the other, in a complete Customs Union between Germany 
and Austria-Hungary. He saw in the war a possibility of bringing 
about this ‘essential objective’, if necessary by force. It is true that 
Delbruck, who in conversation with Bethmann Hollweg at the be- 
ginning of August had agreed in principle with the general aim of 
Mitteleuropa and now, too, welcomed warmly the definition of these 
ideas in the Chancellor’s programme, was against the idea of forcible 
incorporation of other areas in Germany’s economic sphere. 

Bethmann Hollweg appeared deeply impressed by Rathenau’s 

1 Bethmann Hollweg thought this memorandum so important that he had it 
circulated throughout the Department. Another letter from Rathenau to Bethmann 
Hollweg, dated September 7, 1914, reproduced in Walther Rathenau , ein preussischer 
Europaer, Brief e, ed. M. von Eynern (Berlin 1955), pp. 1 18 ff. See also Erich Koll- 
mann, Walther Rathenau in German Foreign Policy , in Journal of Modern History , Vol. 
XXIV, No. 1, pp. 127 ff. 
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general idea, the basis of which, customs and economic union be- 
tween Germ any and Aust ria-Hungary as nucleus of a wider Central 
European unity, he took over complete; and, unlike Delbriick, Beth- 
mann Hollweg was convinced that neither the narrower nor the 
wider objective could be achieved unless Germany resolved herself 
‘to throw her political preponderance into the scales’. 

Arthur von Gwinner, senior Director of the Deutsche Bank, who 
was also on friendly terms with Bethmann Hollweg, had similar 
ideas. When the ‘Wednesday Club’, an association of leading men 
from the spheres of politics, economics and cultural life, held its first 
wartime meeting in Berlin on September 2, he argued against 
‘blindly following a policy of annexations’, pleading rather for a less 
conspicuous but all the more effective course, namely that of ‘estab- 
lishing Ger many’s economi c domination’ (in Europe). The Under- 
secretary of State, Zimmermann, thought his ideas so important 
that he at once sent a copy of the speech to the Chancellor and Jagow 
in Coblenz, where it arrived in time to be utilised in the September 
war aims programme. 

Besides the comprehensive, mainly economic, Mitteleuropa 
programme (which in this version included Continental Western Eur- 
ope) and another plan-which took concrete form as early as this— 
for thrusting Russia back, the rounding off and expansion of 
Germany’s colonial possessions in Africa were also the subject of 
discussion as early as August? At the end of the month Jagow was con- 
sidering the bases for peace terms with France and Belgium, and 
asked Solf, 1 the Secretary of State in the Reich Colonial Office, to 
submit concrete proposals for colonial acquisitions. Solf ’s memoran- 
dum on the ‘partition of the African possessions of France, Belgium 
and Portugal’ presupposed that Germany did not intend to expand 
her frontiers in Europe to any great extent, but that she did mean 
substantially to enlarge her colonial empire in Africa. Linking his 
proposals with the pre-war Anglo-German conversations on the par- 
tition of Portugal’s colonial possessions, Solf suggested that Portu- 
gal, although neutral, should cede to Germany Angola and the nor- 
thern half of Mozambique as far as the Primera Islands, therewith 
making the acquisition of a continuous colonial empire in Central 
Africa one of official Germany’s war aims. Besides the Portuguese 
colonies, this empire was to include the Belgian Congo and French 
Equatorial Africa as far north as Lake Chad, Togoland enlarged by 
Dahomey and in the north by a slice of Senegambia up to Timbuc- 
too, thus making the course of the Niger the northern frontier. Solf 

1 On Solf, see Eberhard von Vietsch, Wilhelm Solf \ Botschafter zwischen den %eiten 
(Tubingen, 1961). 



102 



THE GENESIS OF THE SEPTEMBER PROGRAMME 



gave the arguments for his proposals in detail, accompanied by 
detailed maps (see map, p. 596). The most important economic 
objectives in this plan were possession of the Katanga mines, control 
of the railway between Katanga and the Atlantic coast, and the 
safeguarding of the ports of Portuguese Angola. 

The whole basis of this conception was the expectation that the 
defeat of France was imminent. Solf did not share the widely-held 
sanguine belief that Brit ain would ^sop n^beTofced to~ber knees, and 
accordingly he made no proposals at this stage for the annexation 
of British colonies. He did, however, explain what he would demand 
of Britain, should she too be defeated, recommending inter alia the 
acquisition of the wealthy Nigeria as a link between Germany’s pros- 
pective western possessions of Togoland-Timbuctoo and the eastern 
areas round Lake Chad, the new empire being thus completely 
rounded off. 

Although the objectives enumerated in Solf’s memorandum are 
considerable enough, he intended the effects of his proposals to lean 
towards moderation. His concentration on Africa was intended to 
divert the nation from wanting to annex large areas in Europe by 
emphasising the attractions of an autarchic economic area, guaran- 
teed by enlarged colonial possessions, as a basis for world power 
status. Mittelafrika acquired a significance similar to Mitteleuropa. 
Bethmann Hollweg included the plan of creating a ‘continuous 
central African colonial empire’ in his September programme, and 
this ambitious overseas programme continued thereafter to hold a 
permanent place among Germany’s war aims. 

Bethmann Hollweg’s September Programme 

Expecting as he did that peace negotiations would be opening 
shortly, Bethmann Hollweg described his programme of September 
9 as ‘provisional notes on the direction of our policy on the conclu- 
sion of peace.’ 1 

The ‘general aim of the war’ was, for him, ‘security for the German Reich 
in west and east for all imaginable time. For this purpose France must be so 
weakened as to make her revival as a great power impossible for all time. 
Russia must be thrust back as far as possible from Germany’s eastern 
frontier and her domination over the non-Russian vassal peoples broken.’ 

The objectives in the east epitomised in the lapidary last sentence 
of this introduction were not yet set out in detail in the programme 
itself, since peace with Russia was not yet regarded as imminent, but 
this does not mean that they had not yet assumed concrete form. The 

1 DZA Potsdam, Rk, Gr. Hq. 2 1 , No. 2476. 
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detailed enumeration of ‘individual war aims’ was confined to the 
continental west, where alone the conclusion of peace seemed within 
grasp. They ran as follows : 

1. France. The military to decide whether we should demand cession of 
Belfort and western slopes of the Vosges, razing of fortresses and cession of 
coastal strip from Dunkirk to Boulogne. 

The ore-field of Briey, which is necessary for the supply of ore for our 
industry, to be ceded in any case. 

Further, a war indemnity, to be paid in instalments; it must be high 
enough to prevent France from spending any considerable sums on arma- 
ments in the next 15-20 years. 

Furthermore: a commercial treaty which makes France economically 
dependent on Germany, secures the French market for our exports and 
makes it possible to exclude British commerce from France. This treaty 
must secure for us financial and industrial freedom of movement in France 
in such fashion that German enterprises can no longer receive different 
treatment from French. 

2. Belgium. Li£ge and Verviers to be a ttached to Pr ussia, a frontier strip 
of the province of Luxemburg to Luxemburg. 

Question whether Antwerp, with a corridor to Li£ge, should also be 
annexed remains open. 

At any rate Belgium, even if allowed to continue to exist as a state, must 
be reduced to a vassal state, must allow us to occupy any militarily import- 
ant ports, must place her coast at our disposal in military respects, must 
become economically a German province. Given such a solution, which 
offers the advantages of annexation without its inescapable domestic poli- 
tical disadvantages, French Flanders with Dunkirk, Calais and Boulogne, 
where most of the population is Flemish, can without danger be attached to 
this unaltered Belgium. The competent quarters will have to judge the mili- 
tary value of this position against England. 

3. Luxemburg. Will become a German f ederal i tate and will receive a strip 
of the present Belgian province of Luxemburg and perhaps the corner of 
Longwy. 

4. We must create a central European economic association through common 
customs treaties, to includeTr ancc, Belgium, -Holland, Denmark, Austria- 
Hungary, Poland [sic], and perhaps Italy, Sweden and Norway. This 
association will not have any common constitutional supreme authority and 
all its members will be formally equal, but in practice will be under German 
leadership and must stabilise Germany’s economic dominance over Mittel- 
europa. 

5. The question of colonial acquisitions , where the first aim is the creation of 
a continuous Central African colonial empire, will be considered later, as 
will that of the aims to be realised vis-a-vis Russia. 

6. A short provisional formula suitable for a possible preliminary peace 
to be found for a basis for the economic agreements to be concluded with 
France and Belgium. 
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7. Holland. It will have to be considered by what means and methods 
Holland can be brought into closer relationship with the German Empire. 

In view of the Dutch character, this closer relationship must leave them 
free of any feeling of compulsion, must alter nothing in the Dutch way of 
life, and must also subject them to no new military obligations. Holland, 
then, must be left independent in externals, but be made internally depend- 
ent on us. Possibly one might consider an offensive and defensive alliance, to 
cover the colonies; in any case a close customs association, perhaps the ces- 
sion of Antwerp to Holland in return for the right to keep a German garrison 
in the fortress of Antwerp and at the mouth of the Scheldt. 

In retrospect it is easy to recognise in the Chancellor’s war aims 
objectives of pre-war German economic ambitions in Belgium, 
Luxembourg and Lorraine, now directly incorporated in official 
policy but intensified by the Mitteleuropa idea and given an anti- 
British twist. These ec onomic motives overshadow ed the strategic 
and maritime aims which were designed finally to break the ring 
round ‘Fortress Germany’, at the same time eliminating the two 
western great powers as future military opponents of Germany. 

The realisation of this programme would have brought about a 
complete revolution in the political and economic power-relation- 
ships in Europe. After eliminating France as a great power, exclud- 
ing British influence from the Continent and thrusting Russia back, 
Germany purposed to establish her own hegemony over Europe. If 
we concede that it is a statesman’s duty, even in the midst of armed 
conflict, to conceive and to set before himself a dispassionate and 
imaginative picture of the world at peace, again, we cannot but ask 
ourselves uneasily whether Bethmann Hollweg’s picture could have 
provided an adequate foundation for an enduring peace in^ Europe. 
The realisation of his programme would hav^Tbroken the coalition 
of the three Entente powers, but if their association had seemed irk- 
some even in time of peace, what replaced it would have been an 
order so restricting the positions of the three great powers -Britain, 
France and Russia-and the freedom of manoeuvre of the smaller 
nations of Europe, as infallibly to lay up a store of terrible explosive 
material for new conflicts; especially as the federative element was 
to be subordinated to Prusso-Germany’s claim to lead and dominate. 

Bethmann Hollweg himself saw -he wrote as much to Delbruck 
on September 16, only a week after drawing up the programme, and 
while the effects of the check on the Marne were still unclear -that the 
formation of a great central European economic unit under German 
leadership ‘could not be brought about on the basis of agreement on 
common interests . . . but only under the pressure of political 
superiority, should we be in the position to dictate peace terms’. 
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The last part of this sentence shows that the Chancellor was already 
influenced by the reverse on the Marne. Nevertheless the special 
significance of the September Programme for the history of the de- 
velopment of Germany’s intentions during the First World War lies 
in two points. First, it was no isolated inspiration of the Chancellor’s: 
it represents the ideas of leading economic, political-and also mili- 
tary-circles. Secondly, the main ideas set forth in it remained, as we 
shall see, the essential basis of Germany’s war aims right up to the 
end of the war, although modified from time to time to fit changing 
situations. 

Finally, the Chancellor’s ideas, far-reaching as they look to us 
today, were yet conceived as a programme of moderation, a check 
on the wave of annexationist feeling which had swept over all Ger- 
many after the military successes of August and September, and 
which was most significantly expressed in Class’s memorandum. 

Class’s September Programme 

At its first wartime session, on August 28, 1914, the Executive 
Committee of the Alldeutscher Verband laid down the principles of a 
pan-German war aims programme. These were printed at the be- 
ginning of September, over the signature ofjustizrat Class, President 
of the Verband , and under the title of Memorandum on German War 
Aims . 1 Class agreed with Bethmann Hollweg on the Chancellor’s 
central idea of a Mitteleuropa. 

It is [he writes] an absolutely imperative demand, and widely accepted as 
such, that Mitteleuropa, inclusive of those areas to be acquired by the Ger- 
man Reich and Austria-Hungary as prizes of victory, must form one great, 
united economic unit. The Netherlands and Switzerland, the three Scandi- 
navian States and Finland, Italy, Rumania and Bulgaria will attach them- 
selves to this nucleus gradually and of compulsive necessity, without need of 
the least pressure from the nucleus-States. If one includes the dependencies 
and colonies of these States, the result will be a vast economic unit capable of 
asserting and maintaining its economic-political independence against any 
other in the world. 

He thought that the aim of weakening the enemy economically 
could be achieved by imposing a warj nden anity so high as to pre- 
vent it from becoming dangerous to Germany for many years. 

In respect of direct annexations, east and west, Class went beyond 
Bethmann Hollweg. Like him, he wanted a grip maintained on Bel- 
gium, if only as a means of pressure on Britain ; also Longwy-Briey 
and the French Channel coast to be detached from France; Class 

1 See Werner Kruck, Geschichte des Alldeutschen Verbandes 1894-1944 (Wiesbaden, 
1954)5 PP- 7 1 ff- Class’s memorandum was later printed, with small alterations, as a 
pamphlet under the title £um deutschen Kriegsziel (Munich, 1917)* 
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wanted the ceded area to extend beyond Boulogne, down to the 
Somme. Class demanded not only Belfort, but the whole line of for- 
tresses from there to Verdun, and also suggested making France 
cede Toulon to Germany as a fortified port-a proposal which Beth- 
mann Hollweg, as we know his intentions, rejected as absurd -as he 
did another, brought forward by the pan-Germans, that Germany 
should annex Petersburg. 

As regards the east, Class wrote that ‘Russia’s face must be forcibly 
turned back to the east and her frontiers must be reduced, approxi- 
mately, to those of Peter the Great’. The territorial acquisitions 
which he demanded in the east, for strategic security and as fields of 
colonisation, were the Polish frontier districts, the Russian govern- 
ment of Lithuania and the Baltic Provinces. Official plans drawn 
up from December 1914 onwards, first with respect to the Polish 
Frontier strip and later to Lithuania and Courland, were along the 
same lines, if less extensive. Although Bethmann Hollweg always 
remained opposed to incorporating Livonia and Estonia (unless it 
should prove possible to detach Finland from Russia), yet by initiat- 
ing his policy of border states he adopted a course which had in 
effect the same aim in a different form: the weakening of Russia and 
‘security’ for Germany. 

The Demands of German Industry 

Class’s ideas were er\dBrsed-by-Kxupp (who, it is true, retreated 
after the battle of the Marne to Bethmann Hollweg’s somewhat more 
moderate line) 1 and also by Hugo Stinnes, who went still further and 
demanded the detachment from Fnmce_o£the. iron and coal fields of 
Normandy. It was Stinnes who secured general acceptance of Class’s 
ideas at a meeting of Germany’s economic leaders convoked jointly 
by Class and Hugenberg in October, 1914, out of which there later 
developed the fam ous memorand um o f the Six Economic Associa- 
tions of March and May, 1915. 

A long memorandum drawn up at the beginning of September, 
1914 by the busy Zentrum politician, Matthias Erzberger, who had 
connections with the Disconto-Gesellschaft and was an homme de 
conjiance of the Thyssen combine, also favoured big annexations in 
both east and west. Erzberger summarised Germany’s principal aims 
in the war under three headings : 

1. ‘Elimination of the intolerable tutelage exercised by Britain 
over Germany in all questions of world politics.’ 

1 On the following section cf. Kruck, op. cit. On Krupp’s war aims programme, 
see Siegfried Boelcke, Krupp und die Hohenzollern (Berlin, 1956)5 PP* H 7 ff Dn 
Stinnes’ programme, see below, p. 229. 
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2. ‘Shattering the Russian colossus.’ 

3. Elimination of weak, ‘allegedly neutral states’ on Germany’s 
frontiers. 

To achieve these aims, Erzberger (in complete agreement with Beth- 
mann Hollweg) demanded German military supreme control over 
Belgium and the French Channel coast from Calais to Boulogne; 
annexation of the whole minette field of Longwy-Briey ; liberation 
of the non-Russian peoples ‘from the Muscovite yoke’ under German 
military supreme control; and the establishment of a kingdom of 
Poland under German sovereignty. Austria-Hungary was to expand 
in the Ukraine, Rumania and Bessarabia. He, too, dreamt of the 
creation of a great German central Africa from Dar-es-Salaam to 
Senegambia, to incorporate the Belgian and French Congos, Nigeria 
(from Britain), Dahomey and the African west coast (from France) ; 
he was in complete accord with Solf ’s official proposals. He also made 
detailed proposals for the imposition of a war indemnity high enough 
to coverjdj^ German y ’s war damage and expenditure, and in addi- 
tion to pay_offthe Reich’s entire internal debt. But high as he pitched 
these requirements, Erzberger still Regarded' them as only ‘the mini- 
mum which all sections of the German people should demand on the 
conclusion of peace’. 

More extreme still was a memorandum by August Thyssen, 
which Erzberger conveyed to the government on September 9, 1914. 
This document demanded the incorporation of Belgium and the 
French departments of Nord and Pas-de-Calais with Dunkirk, 
Calais and Boulogne, the department of Meui the-et-Moselle with 
the French belt of fortresses and the Meuse, and-in the south-the 
departments of Vosges and Haute-Saone with Belfort. In the east 
Thyssen wanted the Baltic provinces and perhaps the Don basin 
with Odessa, the Crimea, the Lvov area and the Caucasus. He justi- 
fied his demands by the need to secure Germany’s future reserves 
of raw materials. He was especially interested in the miriett£_tirqs of 
Longwy-Briey, the Belgian coalfields, the iron of the Don basin and 
the manganese ore of the Caucasus. He too pleaded for a central 
European c ustoms un ion. Thyssen’s far-reaching dreams culminated 
in the idea of acquiring a land-bridge across south Russia, Asia 
Minor and Persia, whence to deal the decisive blow against the 
Briji§h__Empire-the r eal enemy in this war-in India and Egypt. 
Only so did Thyssen see Germany’s rise to world power status as- 
sured, and doubly so if her increased economic strength, as compared 
with her remaining competitor, Britain, was fed by new markets in 
a German central African colonial empire which included the 
French and Belgian Congos and Morocco. 
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Although Thyssen’s plans, with their pan-German colouring and 
extensive demands for annexations, differed perceptibly from Beth- 
mann Hollweg’s ideas, and although the relationship between the 
two men was later to become one of open hostility, yet in respect of 
first aims their intentions coincided. 

The important point, however, is that Thyssen was one of the 
most powerful industrialists, whose voice the government could not 
easily ignore. 

The Government’s Western War Aims 

The heart’s desire of the Centralverband deutscher Industrieller (i.e., in 
the first instance, the heavy industry of the Rhineland) - that the 
basis of Germany’s supply of raw material should be extended 
through incorporation of the adjacent ore-fields of France and Bel- 
gium-harmonised with the Chancellor’s aim of bringing those 
areas into direct or indirect dependence on Germany. One of the 
most specific German war aims during the First World War was the 
acquisition of the ore-field of Longwy-Briey. As early as August 26, 
1914, Bethmann Hollweg had instructed Delbruck to ascertain the 
extent of the ore deposits of French Lorraine and of the participation 
of German capital in them. 1 Even before Delbriick’s answer had 
come in, or the Chancellor’s own programme of September 9 had 
been worked out, Freiherr von Dallwitz, Governor of the Reichs- 
lande (Alsace and Lorraine), forwarded to him the proposals of the 
leading Saar industrialist, Rochling. Rochling wanted the annexa- 
tion of as much as possible of the Longwy-Briey basin, and Dallwitz 
extended this programme by demanding further the annexation of 
the western slopes of the Vosges and Belfort. On September 9, the 
day on which he sent his war aims programme to Delbruck, Beth- 
mann Hollweg wrote to Dallwitz, who was a personal friend of his, 
thanking him for sending Rochling’s proposals and assuring him 
that ‘they seem to me very noteworthy and coincide with my own 
ideas’. The Chancellor also ‘entirely agreed’ with Dallwitz’s own sug- 
gestions for advancing the frontier of Alsace-Lorraine in the Vosges 
and at Belfort. In fact, he incorporated this suggestion in his own 
programme. 

In the following weeks Bethmann devoted further intensive study 
to the question of Germany’s future frontier with France. On Octo- 
ber 22 he wrote to Delbruck that it would be desirable to effect the 

1 See also Volkmann, ‘Die Annexionsfragen des Weltkrieges’ in Das Werk des 
Untersuchungsausschusses der Verfassunggebenden Nationalversammlung und des deutschen 
Reichstages 1919-30 , series 4, Abt. II, Vol. 12 (Berlin, 1929), p. 35; Dallwitz’s and 
Rochling’s memoranda are also summarised shortly, ibid., p. 36. 
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incorporation of the Briey basin and ‘the transference into German 
hands of its ore reserves’, so as to make the French and Belgian in- 
dustries d epende nt for their ore on G erma ny arid thereby^ substan- 
tially weaken^heir competitive power f^litttle later, on November 
1 7, he sent Delbriick his documentation on Longwy-Briey, including 
Thyssen’s and Rochling’s memoranda. He instructed Delbriick to 
prepare for the anticipated conclusion of peace with France, on the 
one hand, the ‘maximum which we could wish for’ and on the other, 
the ‘minimum, being the least which we must secure’. 1 

The plans for the west were complicated by a bizarre idea of the 
Emperor’s, repeatedly put forward by him in the hectic atmosphere 
of victory prevailing at General Headquarters before the reverse on 
the Marne -that the areas to be annexed from Belgium and France 
should be cleared (in the pan-German phraseology, ‘made free of 
human beings’) and then settled with ‘deserving N.C.O.s and men’. 
The Chancellor’s attitude towards this idea of the Emperor’s is par- 
ticularly instructive, for it led to a very concrete idea which was 
tenaciously pursued throughout the whole war, especially in the 
East: 

I must admit [he writes to his deputy] that this idea is in many respects 
beguiling, but its execution will encounter many practical difficulties. 
Nevertheless, one might consider whether a formula might not be found in 
the preliminary peace imposing such an expropriation, up to a certain point, 
on the conquered state. 

Finally, the Chancellor ordered ‘the preparation of a draft’ where- 
by the French government, on ceding Longwy-Briey to Germany, 
was to transfer the iron-works there to German ownership. 

The second major specific German airrTm~tHFV 7 est was Belgium, 
and for this the Chancellor had settled his general line on Septem- 
ber 9 : Belgium was to be degraded to the status of a ‘vassal state’ of 
Germany. Since immediately after the battle of the Marne he was 
still counting on a German victory, and consequently on an early 
peace in the west, he gave Zimmermann in Berlin, on October 18, 
strictly secret instructions to examine in detail, with Delbriick, ‘the 
possibilities ... of a solution of the Belgian question’. ‘The first of 
these,’ he wrote, ‘would be the restoration of Belgium as a tributary 
state, as far as possible independent in name, but in practice at our 
disposal, both militarily and economically.’ 

Zimmermann and Delbriick were instructed to examine the legal 
problems involved in such a solution, and to submit proposals from 

1 Volkmann, op. cit., p. 36. The Chancellor had already given a similar com- 
mission to Dallwitz on September 9, 1914. 
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their departments. The Chancellor was interested in ‘finding forms 
which allow economic penetration without executive control and 
give us control of the coasts^ fort resses and transport systems against 
the eventuality of further wars’. Thi^Jast sentence touched on Bel- 
gium’s key position in relation to Britain and at the same time 
brought out the strategic aspects of the Belgian coasts in the event 
of another war. 

Zimmermann and Delbriick submitted a joint opinion on De- 
cember 31. It contained a detailed programme for the military and 
economic control of Belgium as required by the Chancellor, but 
added a warning on the domestic and foreign political consequences 
for Germany. 1 Bethmann Hollweg, however, w jiile rejec ting as 
‘U topian’ extreme de mands such as the direct annexation of all 
Belgium, was not to be deterred from his basic idea of establish- 
ing at least an indirect military and economic domination of the 
country. 

The most important instrument for securing this indirect domina- 
tion, after the economic and military provisions, was the Flemish 
policy. As early as September 2, 1914, Bethmann Hollweg wrote to 
the head of the civilian administration attached to the Governor- 
General of Belgium drawing his attention to the importance of the 
Flemish movement as a handle for securing political influence in 
Belgium, and as a possible basis for an understanding with Holland. 
On December 16 the Chancellor sent a detailed memorandum to 
the newly-appointed Governor-General of Belgium, General von 
Bissing, with ‘definite and clear general principles for a German- 
Flemish policy’, culminating in a plan for turning Ghent Univer- 
sity into a purely Flemish university. Thereby Bethmann Hollweg 
indicated a course for German policy in Belgium which he himself 
followed very actively throughout the whole war. He was supported 
in this by von Bissing personally, and by the head of his Political 
Department, von Lancken, both of whom advocated and consistent- 
ly endeavoured to bring about a long-term relationship between 
the two countries rather than a short-term exploitation of Belgium 
for war purposes. 2 

For a military opinion the Chancellor wrote on January 8, 1915, 
from Supreme Headquarters where he was then staying, to von Tir- 
pitz, asking him for his views on the future of Belgium. He especially 
begged him, when making his proposals, to take into account not 
only the standpoint of his own department, but also ‘quite generally, 

1 Id., pp. 193 ff. 

2 Cf. on this Tilo Frh. von Wilmowski, Riickblickend mochte ich sagen . . . 
(Oldenburg and Hamburg, 1961), pp. 8 if. 
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that of Germany’s future world power position’. 1 This is the first 
occasion, at least as recorded in the documents, when the man re- 
sponsible for the policy of the Reich mentioned the programme of ‘a 
future world power status’ for Germany and, as his instructions to 
Tirpitz prove, was prepared to draw the consequences in framing his 
war aims policy. 

Knowing Tirpitz’s strongly anti-British feelings, we can readily 
understand that he joyfully adopted Bethmann Hollweg’s slogan of 
Germany’s ‘w orld power pos ition’, which depended in his view on an 
impregnable German position on the Channel opposite England. He 
therefore wanted possession of the Belgian coast, with Antwerp, as 
a base, and the incorporation of Belgium in the German Empire ‘no 
matter what the domestic difficulties’. This attitude already went be- 
yond Bethmann Hollweg’s ideas on Belgium, but Tirpitz went fur- 
ther still when he made Germany’s world power status the criterion 
of a successful or unsuccessful war: ‘If we fail to keep secure the pos- 
sibilities of development offered in Belgium, I should regard the war, 
considered in relation to Germany’s world power status, as lost; with 
Belgium, as won.’ 

In other words : Belg i um had beco me the kernel of Germany’s war 
aims polic y in thefwesty XDnly thus we can explain how it came about 
that theTeaders of Germany, while constantly changing their views 
on the possible forms under which Belgium could be drawn into the 
German sphere of interest, were never, up to the autumn of 1918 
able' to decide to relinquish it altogether. 

The Government’s Eastern War Aims 

As for the west, so for the east, specific war aims emerged out of 
discussions in government circles during the very first months of the 
war. There are two threads in Germany’s aspirations in the east: 
military-strategic and demographic-political considerations, which 
produced the aim of limited, direct annexations, while another 
school of thought aimed at vveajkening Russia generally by loosening 
its structure and domin ating i t economically, as a source of raw 
materials and as a market. 

TTuTcourse of military operations made Poland the first and most 
immediate object to enter the field of vision of German eastern policy, 
and thenceforward it occupies in that field a central position similar 
to that of Belgium in the West. It is true that the Polish problem was 

1 On November 15, 1914, Tirpitz told Falkenhayn in the course of a conversa- 
tion on the employment of the fleet ‘that we [the navy] had at first counted on the 
army’s capturing Calais and the Channel ports very quickly’. Alfred von Tirpitz, 
Deutsche Ohnmachtspolitik im Weltkriege, Politische Dokumente (Hamburg and Berlin, 
1926), p. 166. 
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complicated by domestic political factors connected with the Polish 
element in Prussia and, abroad, by the need to consider Germany’s 
ally, Austria-Hungary. 

The breach with Russia forced Germany to consider the possibility 
of detaching Congress Poland from Russia-a prospect which Bis- 
marck had regarded, a generation earlier (when a preventive war 
against Russia was being discussed), as the disagreeable but un- 
avoidable consequence of such an operation. 1 In 1906 Bethmann 
Hollweg, then still Secretary of State in the Reich Ministry of the 
Interior, had expressed to the Emperor views similar to Bismarck’s 
but he had not regarded the restoration of an independent Polish 
state as undesirable -in which respect Billow had disagreed with him 
strongly. 2 Bismarck in his day had envisaged connecting Poland, if 
detached from Russia, with the Danubian Monarchy under an 
Austrian archduke as king. The Austrians proposed the same course 
in the ‘Austro-Polish solution’ suggested by them only a fortnight 
after the outbreak of war; as compensation for the acquisition by 
themselves of Congress Poland, they offered their German ally 
‘frontier rectifications’. 3 On the German side, the Emperor had him- 
self as early as July 31, 1914, a day before Germany declared war on 
Russia, given the German-Polish magnate Count Hutten-Czapski 
(a personal acquaintance of his) a non-binding assurance that the 
Polish state should be restored when Russia was defeated. 4 The im- 
perial promise may have been vague, but the Imperial Chancellor 
confirmed it on the same day and five weeks later the idea of thrust- 
ing Russia back behind a chain of buffer states and including a 
Pol and detach ed from Russia in Mitteleuropa appeared as the ker- 
nel of Bethmann Hollweg’s war aims policy in the East. As another 
pointer in the same direction we may note that immediately on the 
outbreak of war this same Hutten-Czapski, who was a lieutenant- 
colonel in the Prussian army, was attached to the general staff in 
charge of Polish and Ukrainian questions. His first commission was 
to foment insurrection in Congress Poland by means which included 
the raising of a Polish Legion- the counterpart to Pilsudski’s in 
Galicia -and the dissemination among the Poles of leaflets and 
cartoons to awaken sympathy for the Central Powers. 

1 Gf. on this Hermann Oncken, ‘Preussen und Polen im 19. Jahrhundert’, in 
Deutschland und Polen , Beitrdge zu ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, ed. Albert Brack- 
mann (Berlin, 1933), pp. 231 f. 

2 Bernhard Fiirst von Biilow, Denkwiirdigkeiten, Vol. 2 (Berlin, 1930), pp. 245 f. 

3 The idea was born at the Congress of Vienna in 1813, when the ‘Kingdom of 
Poland’ was created within the Russian Empire. 

4 Graf Bogdan von Hutten-Czapski, 60 Jahre Politik und Gesellschaft , Vol. 2 
(Berlin, 1936), pp. 145 f. ; also for next paragraphs. 
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A month later Hutten-Czapski was relieved of this commission but 
only, it would appear, because his sympathies were too strongly 
nationalist. After this the Imperial Chancellery was the planning 
centre for Germany’s Polish policy. Bethmann Hollweg’s closest col- 
laborator, his Under-Secretary in the Chancellery, Arnold von 
Wahnschaffe, who, like Zimmermann, had stopped behind in Berlin, 
now became the key figure in this policy. 

One of the most active ‘eastern experts’ was the former German 
consul-general in Warsaw, Freiherr von Rechenberg, who had 
pleaded for a re-orientation of Germany’s Polish policy as early as 
Caprivi’s chancellorship in 1890-4. On August 27, 1914, Wahn- 
schaffe gave him formal instructions to draw up a memorandum on 
the future of Congress Poland. 

Rechenberg assumed that Germany did not propose to make terri- 
torial acquisitions in Russian Poland, but that it would be essential 
for her to possess an eastern frontier more secure than her existing 
one. He proposed to combine these two requisites by inciting Con- 
gress Poland to revolt and constitute a new Polish state, which would 
then be united with Galicia and incorporated in the Habsburg 
monarchy as a new crown-land. He recommended that the new king- 
dom should consist of the ten ‘governments’ of Congress Poland, 
with Suwalki in the north, and also the western parts of the govern- 
ments of Grodno, including the cities of Brest-Litovsk and Grodno; 
it should further extend northward through the western parts of the 
governments of Kovno and Courland to the southernmost tip of the 
Gulf of Riga, thus possessing an independent outlet to the sea. The 
eastern frontier of the new Poland would protect the eastern frontier 
of Germany -this idea, and the frontier proposed, obviously influ- 
enced Bethmann Hollweg’s thinking, although the idea of extending 
Poland north-eastward was afterwards discarded in favour of other 
policies, first that of annexation to Germany herself, later that of 
establishing border states in the north-east. 

In further correspondence with Wahnschaffe, Rechenberg mooted 
the idea of deporting some of the Poles of Posen and West Prussia 
and settling them in the new Polish state. Wahnschaffe asked 
whether there would be enough suitable land for them ; Rechenberg 
said there was -on the Russian crown domains, the Tsar’s estates and 
those which had been granted to Russian officers and officials. The 
idea of moving Prussian Poles to Congress Poland evolved in the 
course of the next months into the plan to establish the so-called 
Polish ‘Frontier Strip’ to ‘secure’ Germany’s eastern frontier if 
Poland should be attached to Austria-Hungary, or become inde- 
pendent, or possibly be restored to Russia. The ‘Frontier Strip’, 
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which was to run approximately along the Warthe-Narew line up 
to and including Suwalki, was now in its turn to be ‘cleared’ by de- 
porting part of its Polish population and all its Jews. 1 

The motives behind the idea of the ‘Frontier Strip” were very 
various: to get strategic security and facilitate the defence of the 
eastern provinces; to round off the Upper Silesian industrial area; 
to separate the Prussian Poles from their countrymen in a future 
Polish state by a Germanised ‘frontier wall’ and thus to isolate them; 
to acquire free land on which to settle Germans from Germany 
proper ( das Altreich- the Old Territories) as well as families of Ger- 
man Russians brought back from Russia, especially from the Volga. 
This last consideration pointed to a transformation of the old Prusso- 
German patriotism into a neo-German racialist nationalism which, 
by withdrawing the outposts of ‘Deutschtum’, threatened to disrupt 
Eastern Europe’s old political and ethnic frontiers. 

While discussing the ‘Frontier Strip’ programme, the Chancellor 
had already hinted at his plans for limited annexation and deporta- 
tion in a conversation with the Bavarian Prime Minister, Count 
Hertling, on December 2, 1914. On December 6, when paying his 
first visit to Hindenburg’s Headquarters in Posen, he asked the field- 
marshal to state what modifications of Germany’s eastern frontiers 
he thought desirable. Hindenburg afterwards denied in his memoirs 
that he had discussed questions of annexations with the Chancellor, 
but in fact he sent Bethmann Hollweg his view of the optimum 
frontier, with a detailed map, as early as December 1 1, receiving the 
Chancellor’s grateful thanks two days later. 

The ‘Frontier Strip’ project, which was a limited one compared 
with the policy based on the non-Russian nationalities and the crea- 
tion of border states, is only to be understood with reference to the 
decision (taken by the Chancellor under the impact of the difficult 
general situation in late November and early December) to beat a 
political retreat on the eastern flank and seek a separate peace with 
Russia which would not, he hoped, be impeded by annexations on so 
limited a scale. But preoccupation with the idea of a ‘Frontier Strip’ 
idea made it necessary to clarify its extent and internal structure. 

On the Chancellor’s instructions Wahnschaffe had asked in the 
autumn and winter of 1 914-15 for written appreciations from a 
whole series of senior administrative officials in the Prussian eastern 
provinces. The most vigorous advocate of a policy of annexations 
and colonisation proved to be Friedrich von Schwerin, Regierung - 
sprasident of Frankfurt an der Oder. Schwerin belonged to the inner 

1 On the Polish frontier strip, see Imanuel Geiss, Der polnische Grenzstreifen 
igi^-igi 8 (Hamburg and Liibeck, i960). 
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circle of the high Prussian bureaucracy, but with his strong bent for 
politics and his ‘volkisch’ mentality he represented rather a type of 
German practical politician more characteristic of a later age. He 
was commissioned by the Imperial Chancellery some time around 
the turn of the year 1914- 15 to work out for Bethmann Hollweg the 
principles to govern Germany’s policy of annexations and settlement 
in the East. He submitted his first report to the Chancellor on March 
25, 1915, and a second, still more detailed, on December 31. His 
central proposals were for the annexation of the Polish ‘Frontier 
Strip’ and of the provinces of Lithuania and Courland, in which he 
proposed to carry through an exteasiye-seUle ment sch eme with col- 
onists from the interior of Germany and from Russia. The wealth of 
material in his memoranda made Schwerin the Chancellor’s adviser- 
in-chief on problems of annexation and colonisation in the east. 
Further important suggestions were contributed in September, 1915, 
by his collaborator, Max Sering, the leading agrarian expert at Ber- 
lin University, in a report on an official journey made by him through 
the recently_conquered territories in the east. 

War Indemnity 

Besides territorial and political war aims, a third aim of German 
policy emerged from the official discussions on the amount of the war 
indemnity to be imposed on the enemy: the aim of weakening Ger- 
many’s neighbours by syphoning off as much as possible of their 
financial resources and transferring to them the burden of Germany’s 
war expenditure. 

As early as the end of August, 1914, the Chancellor invited Hel- 
fferich, the Director of the Deutsche Bank, to General Headquarters 
to discuss this problem, and on August 26 he instructed Delbriick to 
cal culate ‘how h igha warji idemnity France and Belgium would be 
able to pay’. On August 28, when the war had been in progress for 
only five weeks, Rathenau proposed demanding from France the sum 
of forty thousand million gold francs. In his war aims programme 
of September 9 the Chancellor laid down the general principle 
that the indemnity to be paid by France to Germany must be so high 
as to prohibit her from spending any considerable sums on arma- 
ments during the next eighteen to twenty years. 

In order to gain a survey of the economic possibilities the Chan- 
cellor, in the middle of October, instructed Zimmermann and Del- 
briick to get in touch with the heads of the principal Berlin joint- 
stock banks, the Deutsche Bank, the Disconto-Gesellschaft, the 
Dresdner Bank, the Darmstadter Bank and the Berliner Handels- 
gesellschaft, and with the heads of the trusted private banking 
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houses of Mendelssohn, Bleichroder and Warburg. He asked the 
banks for opinions in writing on war indemnities, expressly empha- 
sising that the experts ‘were not to confine themselves to naming 
large figures, but were to concern themselves primarily with the 
modalities of payment and with the security for it’. Bethmann Holl- 
weg also considered the idea of requiring ‘the transference to Ger- 
man hands of the British, French and Belgian-owned railway, har- 
bour and mining concessions in the Near and Far East’ in lieu of cash 
payments. New here, as compared with the September Programme, 
is Bethmann Hollweg’s idea of imposing heavy financial demands on 
Belgium, Britain and Russia, as well as France: a logical expansion 
of the idea of cripplin g the enemy powers for the long term. The 
banks at once produced the required memoranda with detailed esti- 
mates of the financial capacities of the enemy powers and of the 
possibilities of exploiting them. 

No ‘Premature 5 Peace 

Both German public opinion and Germany’s leaders were fully 
resolved to overthrow all their enemies and dictate peace to them. 
Consequently, Germany could not think of making peace with only 
one enemy so long as the others were still undefeated and so long as 
Germany could still hope for total victory. 

So much is apparent from Germany’s reactions to the first attempt 
to mediate peace. When the battle of the Marne was at its height, 
President Wilson, expecting France’s early military collapse, made 
tentall^enquiries through Gerard, his ambassador in Berlin, on the 
possibility of Germany consenting to conclude peace with France 
on the basis of the territorial status quo ante in Europe, Germany being 
free to ask what war indemnity she liked from France and to take 
any French colonies she pleased. This was on September 9, the day 
on which Bethmann Hollweg drew up his war aims programme. 
Zimmermann rejected the approaches brusquely, answering: 

Germany was completely determined to see the war followed by a lasting 
peace. This wish would certainly not be satisfied, as things stood at present, 
by a treaty on the pattern offered here ; it presupposes rather a settlement of 
accounts, not with France alone, but also with Britain and Russia. Other- 
wise we should have ... to reckon in a few years with another war with the 
Entente Powers, and this the German people was determined to avoid, after 
its present enormous effort. 

In considering what weight to attach to Zimmermann’s reference 
to ‘the people’ we must, of course, remember the extraordinary ex- 
citement of those weeks: he was also, presumably, paying_jome- 
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defe rence tQjffieAmerican turn of mind. Nevertheless, his further re- 
marks show how greatly things had changed in Germany since Bis- 
marck’s day, when foreign policy had been conducted without any 
regard to the internal political position, and how strongly the Ger- 
man gover nm ent now felt itself constrained^ by public opinion^By 
the'partTes and the associations. It was to those great forces that the 
Under-Secretary of State alluded when he went on to say that the 
government ‘simply would not dare, in the interest of its own exist- 
ence, to entertain his, the ambassador’s, doubtless friendlily-meant 
suggestions’. Even had it so wished, the government could not at that 
stage have survived had it renounced war aims in Europe. 

Bethmann Hollweg accordingly completely approved Zimmer- 
mann’s provisional reply, and on September 12 sent him instruc- 
tions in this sense for his official answer: 

We did not want the war; it was forced on us. Even if we defeat France, 
Russia and England will still be in the field against us. . . . If we now 
accepted an offer of media tion from America, this would only be interpreted 
by our enemies as a sign of we akness7and~nPt understood by our people. For 
the people, which haslmade such sacrifices, wants guarantees for our security 
and tranquillity. 

Reports of attempted mediation by German-American banking 
circles had been exploited by the anti-German press with the sug- 
gestion that the German government had initiated these moves. The 
Chancellor energetically repudiated these rumours by declarations 
in the German press, using to the public the same phraseology that 
he had found for his answer to the American ambassador : he spoke 
of ‘safeguards’ and ‘guarantees’, ‘which the people must have for its 
security and its future’, ‘to be protected against fresh wanton assaults 
by its enemies’ -the word ‘future’ extending the demand beyond the 
formula used hitherto. 

In the slogan ‘guarantees’ Bethmann Hollweg had found the word 
by which he continued thereafter to attempt to reconcile, at home 
and abroad, offensive war aims with the allegedly defensive charac- 
ter of the war. However the military situation changed, he and his 
successors, Michaelis and Herding, regularly used this slogan, in 
constantly varying forms, to reject any return to the status quo. 

The result of the battle of the Marne did not cause either the 
Chancellor or the German people, from whom its military implica- 
tions were concealed, to revise their war aims. Prince Hohenlohe, 
the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador in Berlin, drew from a multitude 
of observations the definite general impression that Germany was 
solved ‘to thrash France and England as soundly as possible’, and 
‘Russia as soundly as the enemies in the west, or even more so’. 
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MEANS AND ENDS 

While the German armies were trying to overrun France in their 
first onset, the German government, in collaboration with the general 
staff, was working out a far-reaching programme of revolution which 
was directed equally against the Bntishjjripire and im perial Ru ssia, 
although in the upshot it achieved immediate successes only in Rus- 
sia, where it helped to set in motion a train of events of world-his- 
torical moment. These activities began immediately on the outbreak 
of war. They were at first a means of str ategic w arfare ; they were in- 
tended, on the one hand, to delay the Russian deployment on Ger- 
many’s eastern frontier and keep part of the Russian armies tied 
down by internal unrest, and on the other hand, to dravyjifLpart of 
the BriUshjteet to overseas stations and make it difficult for France 
to raise recruits in her colonies. 

The promotion of revolution as a means of warfare was an aspect 
of the war aim of breaking up the British and the Russian empires. 
The most vulnerable points of France and Britain seemed to be 
among their coloured colonial subjects, while Russia offered fields 
for subversion among her non-Russian peoples. The German 
authorities were determined from the first to exploit the weaknesses 
of the enemy coalition. But the promotion of independence of large 
parts of the British Empire, such as Egypt and India, was itself a 
German war aim in the wider sense, since Germany’s rise to world 
power was thought to be dependent on the disintegration of the 
British Empire. So the Emperor asserted in a handwritten letter to 
the Emir of Afghanistan, drafted for him by Zimmermann: 

It has long been . . . my wish to see the Mohammedan nations independent and 
to achieve for their states the maximum of free development. I am therefore 
not only immediately concerned to help the Mohammedan peoples in their 
struggle for independence, but I will support them in the future through 
My Imperial Government. . . . The community of interests which exists to- 
day between the German people and the Mohammedans will continue in 
being after the end of the war . 1 

1 The countries described by the Emperor as ‘groaning under the yoke of 
Britain and Russia’ are Afghanistan, India, Baluchistan and Russia in Asia. 
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The Emperor as Revolutionary 

The anti-British programme had its forerunners in ideas which had 
developed during the two decades of German world policy, and in 
pet ideas of the Emperor himself. 

The Emperor-inspired by Max von Oppenheim’s theories of the 
importance in world politics of the pan-Islamic movement-had al- 
ready proclaimed himself the protector of over three hundred million 
Mohammedans in his famous Damascus speech of November, 1898. 
This claim must be seen in the light of Oppenheim’s picture of the 
revolutionary possibilities which Islam would offer in the event of 
war with France, Russia and the British Empire. That Wilhelm ac- 
cepted this picture is proved by the fact that he returned to it in two 
critical situations when war seemed imminent, in 1906 and 1908. 
‘The British’, he wrote, ‘had better realise that war with Germany 
means the loss of India, and therewith the World War’. 1 

At the decisive moment, on July 29, 1914 (before, that is, the out- 
break of war), when a new crisis was blowing up -one which this 
time really did end in war-the Emperor at once reverted to this idea. 
A telegram had arrived from Con stant inople expressing the unani- 
mous wish of the German military mission and of General Liman 
von Sanders to return to Germany in the event of war; the Emperor 
wroteTxTthe margin: ‘Must stay there and also foment war and revolt 
against England. Doesn’t he yet know of the intended alliance, under 
which he is to be Commander in Chief? !’ 

A day later, on July 30, the Emperor expressed his plan for gen- 
eral revolution against Britain in the east even more drastically in a 
marginal note to a telegram from Pourtales, the German ambassador 
in Petersburg: 

England must . . . have the mask of Christian peaceableness torn publicly 
off her face. . . . Our consuls in Turkey and India, agents, etc., must inflame 
the whole Mohammedan world to wild revolt against this hateful, lying, 
conscienceless people of hagglers; for if we are to be bled to death, at least 
England shall lose India. 2 

The hopes of revolutionising the Islamic world were by no means 
only private ideas of the Emperor’s; they had behind them the 
whole weight of Germany’s official policy -the continuation ‘by 
other means’ of the Eastern policy initiated in the mid- 1890s. The 
German-Turkish alliance of August 2, 1914, was concluded with an 
eye to the unleashing of a pan-Islamic movement, which was to lead 

1 Biilow, Denkwiirdigkeiten , Vol. I, pp. 197 f. ; cf. also Hermann Oncken, Das 
Deutsche Reich und die Vorgeschichte des Weltkrieges (Leipzig, 1933), Vol. II, p. 619, 
n. 3. 

2 DD, II, No. 401, pp. 130 ff. 
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off with a ‘Holy War’ -which was in fact proclaimed by the Sultan- 
Caliph after Germany had brought Turkey into the war. 

Turkey thereby acquired an important dual role in Germany’s 
war strategy. Guardian of the Straits, with the duty of severing com- 
munications between Russia in the Black Sea and the western allies, 
and of exercising a constant threat against Russia’s southern flank, 
she was also meant to act as a springboard from which Germany 
should attack Britain at her two most vulnerable points, India and 
Egypt. 

The Agents of the Programme of Revolution 

The subversive enterprises were directed from the Foreign Minis- 
try, in collaboration with the Political Section in the reserve ( stellver - 
tretende) general staff. After Bethmann Hollweg and Jagow the most 
important figure in the Berlin Headquarters was the dynamic Under- 
secretary of State, Zimmermann, whose conviction that Germany 
must bring down Britain and Russia simultaneously in the war made 
him the moving spirit of Germany’s initiatives in East and West. 

Zimmermann’s career is typical of the generation which the years 
round 1910 brought into leading positions in Germany. He was born 
in 1864 in Marggrabowa, hard on the East Prussian frontier. His 
impressionable student years were those of the 1880s which were so 
important for the formation of German nationalism; he was only 
two years younger than Schwerin, 1 a man of ideas very similar to his 
own, who made his first mark at that time in connection with the 
foundation of the Verein Deutscher Studenten at Berlin University. After 
completing his legal studies he entered the foreign service and in 
1897-1902, the years which saw the hectic beginnings of German 
‘world policy’, was serving in various consulates in the Far East. At 
that time Biilow had lent him to Admiral Tirpitz, to help strengthen 
Germany’s position in the Far East, where he duly imbibed the 
strongly emotional anti-British atmosphere of the German overseas 
and naval policy of those years. From 1 905 on he was employed in the 
Political Department of the Foreign Ministry, becoming head of the 
department in 1910. The next year he was promoted Under-Secre- 
tary of State. The true source of his political influence was, however, 
the circumstance that during the first months of the war he was alone 
in Berlin, while the Chancellor and Jagow were at the Supreme 
Headquarters. More important still, Zimmermann, of all the civi- 
lians in high places, was the man best trusted by the Emperor, who 
found his abrupt and unconciliatory manner more sympathetic than 
the ways of either Bethmann Hollweg or Jagow, with neither of 

1 Cf., pp. 125 ff., 187 ff. 



122 



AGENTS OF THE PROGRAMME OF REVOLUTION 



whom did he ever feel intimate. So it came about that on the Em- 
peror’s rare visits to Potsdam in 1915 and 1916 Zimmermann, al- 
though still only Under-Secretary, was summoned sooner and more 
often to the Neues Palais for intimate political consultations than his 
superiors, the Chancellor or the Secretary of State. 

His opposite number was the head of the Political Section in the 
reserve general staff, Rudolf Nadolny, 1 another East Prussian. He 
was a member of the Foreign Ministry whom von Falkenhayn had 
invited to fill this post at the outbreak of war, and was a man of simi- 
lar metal to Zimmermann, if somewhat more obliging. For work on 
the Islamic world Resident Minister (retired) Freiherr Max von 
Oppenheim was recalled to the Foreign Ministry on August 2, 1914, 
immediately war broke out. Oppenheim, who had worked in the 
East as diplomat and scholar, was by his whole career 2 predestined 
to take a leading part in Germany’s revolutionary activities in the 
Near East. As early as July 5, 1898, when attache at the German 
consulate-general in Cairo, he had written a long memorandum on 
the possibilities of mobilising the pan-Islamic movement in the in- 
terest of Germany’s then embryonic eastern policy. A short account 
of his own revolutionary activities, which he had included in his 
documents, had inspired the Emperor to his Damascus speech. Op- 
penheim maintained that Islam was experiencing ‘a renaissance of 
power and vitality’ which was producing repercussions in Russia-in- 
Asia and in north-western India. Islam was turning against the alli- 
ance between Christendom and European colonial policy and meant 
to shake off the Christian domination over Mohammedan countries. 
He drew attention to the pan-Islamic idea which was transcending 
all national distinctions and uniting all Arabs to the religious frater- 
nity of the Senussi with its potent influence in North Africa and 

1 Rudolf Nadolny, Mein Beitrag (Wiesbaden, 1955), contains a short account of 
the author’s activities as revolutionary, pp. 39 ff. 

2 It was only a little while after his entry into the Prussian State Service in 1883 
that Oppenheim began his extensive travels through the Islamic countries of the 
Mediterranean, Spain and Morocco. Further explorations took him from the 
Atlantic to the Ganges (1891, Syria and Mesopotamia; 1894-6, Constantinople and 
Asia Minor). He studied Arabic and Islam in Cairo. In 1896 the German govern- 
ment put him in charge of an expedition to the Lake Chad area, to secure it for 
Germany. From 1896-1910 he served as Attache to the Consulate-General in 
Cairo. After resigning from the Foreign Service he carried out further explorations 
and excavations of the Hittite city of Tel Halaf. On August 2, 1914, he was recalled 
to the Foreign Ministry, where he started and directed the ‘Information Service for 
the East’. In 1915 he was sent to Constantinople (information from the Political 
Archive of the Foreign Ministry). Cf. also Ulrich Gehrke, Persien in der deutschen 
Orientpolitik wahrend des I Weltkrieges (Hamburg dissertation) in Darstellungen zur 
Auswartigen Politik, Vol. I, ed. Herbert Kruger (Stuttgart, i960), Vol. II, p. 1 1, n. 
13. According to this work, Oppenheim knew the Arabic parts of the Turkish 
Empire well, but not Persia, Afghanistan or India, so that ‘the German govern- 
ment . . . was certainly not adequately and reliably advised on those countries’. 
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Arabia, and finally to the Jehad or Holy War. ‘Even today its procla- 
mation, after the Mohammedan people had been properly prepared, 
would have incalculable effects.’ 

It was Oppenheim who, in another long memorandum of Sep- 
tember, 1914, gave definite shape and direction to the plans for the 
various enterprises. Taking up his ideas of 1898, he recommended 
the Holy War and pan-Islamic_propaganda as the most effective 
weapons for revolutionising the Islamic world, and as a first step he 
proposed that expeditionary forces should be sent to Persia and 
Egypt. These proposals were taken so seriously that on December 12, 
1914, Zimmermann ordered that all telegrams dealing with the revo- 
lutionary programme in the East should be shown to Oppenheim. 

Oppenheim’s colleague and the most important propagandist of 
Germany’s eastern policy was Ernst Jackh, expert on Balkan and 
Near East problems at the German Foreign Office in Berlin 
from 1912 on. 1 Among other activities he had worked with 
Matthias Erzberger in the Nachrichtenstelle fur Auslandsdienst (Infor- 
mation Office for Foreign Countries), set up at the outset of war to 
expand Germany’s propaganda activities abroad. As a member of 
Bethmann Hollweg’s circle of intimates, Jackh enjoyed the advan- 
tage, both before and during the war, of being allowed on occasions 
to expound his ideas to the Emperor. At the beginning of 1915 he 
submitted a long report on Germany’s subversive activities in the 
East to date. He was several times sent on special missions to Con- 
stantinople, which was the most important advanced post for the 
revolutionising of the Near East and Africa, and also of the Caucasus 
and south Russia. 

The experienced ambassador in Constantinople, Freiherr von 
Wangenheim, was entirely in accord with the line of imperial world 
policy, as represented by Zimmermann. Wangenheim’s personal 
conduct of his office in Constantinople has often been criticised as 
too easy-going, but he strongly supported the revolutionary activi- 
ties; indeed, he complained with point and emphasis that they 
ought to have been better prepared before war broke out. His great- 
est personal achievement in the field was to discover the German- 
Russian revolutionary Alexander Helphand, who wrote under the 
pseudonym of Parvus. Wangenheim had him sent to Berlin and put 
on the job of ‘undermining’ Russia. 

Very important for the Russian field, especially the Ukraine, was 
the Baltic German Paul Rohrbach, a friend of Jackh and Friedrich 

1 See Ernst Jackh, Der goldene PJlug, Lebensernte eines Weltbiirgers (Stuttgart, 1954) ; 
this work, however, contains no mention of the author’s role as a leading revolu- 
tionary. 
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Naumann. Hans Delbriick, the editor of the Preussische Jahrbiicher , 
who began in the mid 1 890s to take an increasing interest in German- 
Russian relationships, 1 had commissioned the young Rohrbach to 
make a systematic tour of Russia and the Near East and to report his 
own observations on internal conditions in the Tsarist Empire. 
These impressions engendered in Rohrbach views which made him, 
with Theodor Schiemann, Johannes Haller and other Baltic Ger- 
mans living in the Reich, a leading exponent of the idea of dismem- 
bering Russia by forcing her back to the frontiers which were hers 
before Peter the Great, and thus permanently weakening her. He 
regarded the U kraine, being the richest part of Russia, as the best 
jumping-off point for a policy of border states. 

Here too the official policy of the German Reich was even more 
important than the propagandist activities of Rohrbach and his 
friends. The most active worker in the Russian field, with Zim- 
mermann, was the minister Diego von Bergen. 2 He was chiefly 
concerned with mobilising Russian revolutionaries belonging to the 
radical wing of the Socialists in Russia itself. 

Another important figure was the relatively youthful legation 
secretary von Wesendonck, 3 the promoter-in-chief of revolution 
among the peoples of the border areas of the Russian Empire. No 
better testimony can be paid to the grand scale of his activities, and 
the high importance which was attached to them, than the fact that 
the Baltic Baron Uexkiill, whom the Foreign Ministry had comis- 
sioned to organise the ‘League of Russia’s Foreign Peoples’, 4 said in 
a letter of thanks which he wrote to Wesendonck on May 8, 1916, 
that the German Reich ought to erect two monuments in recogni- 
tion of his services: one on the northernmost point of Finland, the 
other on the southernmost point of the Caucasus. 

Hardly less important than these men in the Wilhelmstrasse were 
three of the Reich’s Heads of Missions in neutral countries: Freiherr 
von Romberg in Berne, Count Brockdorff-Rantzau in Copenhagen 

1 See Paul Rohrbach, Um des Teufels Handschrift (Hamburg, 1953), pp. 18 ff. ; 
cf. also the reports in the Preussische Jahrbiicher, 1896-7 ; also in book form as In Turan 
und Armenien auf den Pfaden russischer Weltpolitik (Berlin, 1897). 

2 Diego von Bergen (1872-1943) entered the Foreign Ministry at the age of 23 
from the university. After a year as Secretary of Legation in Pekin and three years 
in Brussels he worked from 1906 to 19 1 1 under the German Minister to the Vatican. 
He was then recalled to the Foreign Ministry where he was employed from 191 1 to 
1919 From 1919 to 1943 he was Minister to the Vatican. 

3 Otto Gunther von Wesendonck (1885-1933) entered the Foreign Service in 
1908. After short spells in London, Brussels, Constantinople and Tangiers, he left 
the state service in 1914 in consequence of having married a Portuguese wife. On 
the outbreak of war he was re-employed in the Political Department of the Foreign 
Ministry. 

4 See infra (pp. 145 f.). 
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and Freiherr Lucius von Stoedten in Stockholm. Their missions, with 
the embassy in Constantinople, constituted the nerve-centres of the 
network of informers and agents with which Germany covered the 
whole Russian Empire, and they devoted a large part of their ener- 
gies to furthering Germany’s programme of revolution. These diplo- 
mats expressed their views on important questions in extensive des- 
patches which not infrequently influenced headquarters in Berlin by 
suggesting courses which were in fact adopted later. 

The Islamic World 

Berlin entertained great hopes of provoking a large-scale revolu- 
tion in India. 1 As early as August 2, Moltke had written to the 
Foreign Ministry putting forward an idea which, embittered by 
Britain’s declaration of war, he repeated on August 5, very sharply, 
in a memorandum from the general staff to the Foreign Ministry: 
‘Revolution in India and Egypt, and also in the Caucasus ... is of 
the highest importance. The treaty with Turkey will make it pos- 
sible for the Foreign Office to realise this idea and to awaken the 
fanaticism of Islam’. 

A^nts^especjally Indian students, were sent to their homes to 
help kindle revolution, and contact was established with Indian 
princes. The signal for the revolution was to be given by an invasion 
by the Emir of Afghanistan, who was said to be passionately desirous 
of marching into India. 2 A series of expeditions was sent to Persia to 
make contact with the Emir 3 In Persia, the northern half of which 
was under Russian occupation and the southern under British, and 
which had declared official neutrality, the legal position of the Ger- 
man expeditions was particularly dubious and their freedom of 
movement consequently limited. The isolated parties of Germans 
were unable to achieve their objective of making contact with Af- 
ghanistan, still less of drawing it into war with India and thereby 
initiating revolution against the British rule there. 

During the whole war Germany tried to secure Persia as an ally 
and to induce her to enter the war by extending the Holy War to the 
Shiites, from their spiritual centre in Baghdad. These efforts were at 
their most intensive in the autumn and winter of 1915, when the 

1 Oppenheim had already suggested the basic idea on August 18, 1914, in a 
memorandum to the Chancellor: ‘It will not be until the Turks enter Egypt and 
the fires of revolt flame up in India that England will be ripe for destruction.’ 

2 The first memorandum on this subject was written by Reichenau to the 
Foreign Ministry on August 24, 1914, after the arrival of the Swedish explorer 
Sven Hedin. Cf. also Gehrke, op. cit., I, 23. 

3 Gehrke, op. cit., I, pp. 21 ff.; von Niedermayer, Klein, Wassmuss and Hentig 
were among the emissaries. See Werner Otto von Hentig, Mein Leben eine Dienstreise 
(Gottingen, 1962). 
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German government was pressing Persia to conclude a formal treaty, 
under which she should pledge herself to attack Britain and Russia 
with all her available forces, and over and above this ‘to win over 
the neighbouring states of Afghanistan, Bokhara and Khiva’ (the 
two last-named being Islamic territories under Russian rule). In re- 
turn, Germany declared herself ready to give an ‘assurance’ that in 
the event of a favourable issue to the war, she would support the inde- 
pendence and sovereignty of Persia, and promised to supply her with 
officers, arms and munitions and with a lo an of thirty million marks. 
Persia was not, however, prepared to accept so vague an assurance; 
the Shah and his Prime Minister demanded instead a full ‘guarantee 
of the territorial integrity and political independence of Persia’. 

Wangenheim strongly recommended acceding to these wishes in 
the form of a collective guarantee by Germany, Austria-Hungary 
and Turkey. No such treaty was, however, ever concluded, although 
Germany, working in collusion with the nationalist party, used every 
possible means of influencing the government, parliament and press 
of the deeply divided country under the slogan of guaranteeing the 
liberation of the peoples from the Russo-British yoke. 

In spite of all these efforts Germany was unable to secure Persia’s 
entry into the war. Nevertheless she achieved a position of great in- 
fluence in Teheran, strong enough to keep Persia neutral. 

Besides his diplomatic anff~pr opagand ist~acUvities, the German 
charge d’affaires in Teheran organised certain adventurous enter- 
prises with the help of German and Austrian prisoners of war to 
foment unrest in the interior of Russia and to blow the bridges of the 
Trans-Siberian Railway. 1 More systematic attempts were made to 
sabotage the oil wells and installations of the Anglo-Persiail Oil 
Company in Abadan from across the neighbouring Turkish frontier, 
when they were either to be taken over by Germany, as Ballin had 
proposed and the Army High Command ( Oberste Heeresleitung- OHL) 
and the Foreign Ministry agreed at the end of 1914, or at least ren- 
dered useless. All these enterprises had to be abandoned when the 
Turkish and German forces, after initial successes, were driven out 
of Baghdad by superior British and Indian forces. 

A German-Turkish operation against the Suez Canal, which was 
months in the preparing and was regarded in Berlin with extrava- 
gant hopes as ‘a mortal blow against Britain’s position’, came nearer 
to succeeding. The first task given to Turkey had been to take the 
offensive in the Caucasus, in order to relieve the Russian pressure on 
Austria-Hungary. But the Germans thought it even more important 
that Turkey should undertake an offensive against the Suez Canal, 

1 Cf. Gehrke, op. cit., I, pp. 137 f. 
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if only in the form of a ‘raid’ by 20,000 or 30,000 Turkish troops, 
supported by German money, arms and war material, which should 
start a rebellion in Egypt against British rule. Even Berlin thought 
a rebellion unlikely in default of some such external stimulus. If, 
however, the Turks appeared on the Canal, Jackh, for example, 
prophesied in January, 1915, that they would ‘be joined by 7 0^000 
Arab nom ads’. 

In preparation for the German undertaking in Egypt, the German 
embassy in Constantinople had been in touch since the beginning of 
August, 1914 with the Khedive of Egypt, at whose disposal it had 
placed 4 million gold francs. The object of the operation, as defined 
by Zimmermann on August 25 in his instructions to Wangenheim, 
was ‘the destruction of British rule in Egypt’. As a first stop Zimmer- 
mann recommended the despatch of agents to incite the populations 
and native armies in Egypt and the Sudan against Britain by means 
which included spreading reports that the Sultan-Caliph would be 
joining the war against Britain in the near future. The German plan 
of campaign included liquidating the British corps of officers in the 
Egyptian army and, above all, blocking the Suez Canal, and de- 
molishing locks and waterworks, telegraph offices, railway bridges, 
barracks, port installations, etc., in Suez, Port Said and Alexandria. 

When the Turks objected to the military difficulties of the opera- 
tion, Zimmermann, in Berlin, urged them at least to send mule and 
camel detachments against the Suez Canal; for the revolt in Egypt 
had to be brought about ‘under all circumstances’. The Foreign 
Ministry gave Turkey £100,000 to induce her to act, and further 
financial support was promised when the operation was set on foot. 
Subsidiary difficulties were caused by the rivalry between Liman 
von Sanders and Enver Pasha, and between the latter and the 
Khedive, over the question of who should be in command of the 
operation. The Egyptians regarded the prospect of Turkish troops 
entering their country with mixed feelings, fearing to find British 
rule succeeded by a return to the old subjection to Turkey. 1 

The revolt in Egypt never broke out, because the British trans- 
ferred the native army to the Sudan and sent British and Indian 
units to the Suez Canal; these then repelled the two attempts made 
by the Germans and Turks to capture the Canal. 

The next field of action for German policy was Arabia. German 
operations here were to be based on Damascus, with forward stations 
in Jiddah and Medina. For this purpose new German consulates 

1 The German troops were commanded by the Bavarian Lt.-Col. Kress von 
Kressenstein, who was afterwards General Commanding the German expedition 
to the Caucasus. 
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were established in these cities, with the further task of winning over 
the Arab tribal chiefs, whose allegiance to the Sultan-Caliph was 
only loose and often uncertain, and also to penetrate across the Red 
Sea into the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan. The Germans devoted special 
pains to wooing the Sh erif of M ecca, the spiritual overlord and guar- 
dian of the Holy places of Islam, and they succeeded for a while, but 
only for a while, in persuading him to take over propaganda for Ger- 
many in Mecca and Medina. 

The political situation in Arabia was particularly complicated, 
because the two most powerful tribal chiefs, Ibn Saud, the founder 
later of the present kingdom of Saudi Arabia, and Ibn Reshid, were 
at permanent feud with one another. Under German and Turkish 
influence, Ibn Saud did at first offer an armistice; later, however, he 
went right over into the British camp. The Germans and Turks were 
successfully opposed here by the legendary ‘Lawrence of Arabia’. 
British military successes at Baghdad and the circumstance that 
Britain, unlike Germany, was able to promise the Arabs complete 
independence, explain why British policy was more effective than 
German in Arabia. 

In the hope of supporting the German operations conducted from 
Palestine against the Suez Canal and Egypt an attempt was made 
to incite the Senussi to invade Egypt from Libya. This was Enver 
Pasha’s particular pet idea, and he sent agents to the Senussi to work 
them up. But the plan of mobilising the Senussi gave rise to a series 
of political complications. They had been the backbone of the resist- 
ance to the conquest of their country by Italy in 191 1, and in 1914 
there was still much tension between them and their new colonial 
masters. Austria-Hungary, in particular, therefore feared that insti- 
gation of the Senussi might prove the last straw in driving Italy, 
whose neutrality was already wavering, into the arms of the Entente. 
Germany and Turkey tried to dispel these fears, and believed them- 
selves in a position to guarantee that if the Senussi rose in a Holy 
War, they would turn their arms only against Britain. Turkish and 
German agents, some of whom had most adventurous experiences 
in reaching Libya, wooed the Senussi for months but failed to per- 
suade them to intervene effectively, even after Italy’s entry into the 
war in 1915 had removed the necessity of considering her feelings. 

The Germans also planned to reach out beyond Egypt, and to 
raise the Ang lo-Egypt ian Sudan against British rule. The reports on 
the preparations for this expedition show that it was to have ad- 
vanced from the Sudan into central Africa, accompanied by German 
colonial administrators. For this purpose Jagow sent the German ex- 
plorer, Leo Frobenius, to Abyssinia. He instructed the German 
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minister ‘to use every means to induce Abyssinia to intervene against 
England’. The minister was authorised to promise the Abyssinian 
government Germany’s support for territorial acquisitions in the 
region of the Blue Nile; the imperial government would regard 
favourably any extension of Abyssinian power in this direction, pro- 
vided it was done wit hout injuri ng Italy’s colonial territories or 
spheres of influence. The possibility^!' bringing Abyssinia into the 
war on the German side to help raise the Sudan collapsed with the 
failure of the plans to promote revolution in Egypt, but the plans 
show that the German government was aiming at establishing a 
bridge to carry German influence from the Near East to the goal of 
‘G erman Central A frica’. 

Germany’s revolutionary activities covered the whole of North 
Africa as far as Casablanca and were thus directed also against the 
French colonial empire, where it was hoped to raise the Arabs and 
Berbers against France. The brothers Mannesmann in the German 
consulate in Tripoli made use of their existing business connections 
to make contact with the Senussi and also with the east Algerian 
Kaid, Mohammed Brali, whose influence was considerable in the 
border regions between Tripolitania and Algeria. The Kaid agreed 
to the German plan, the aim of which was that French troops should 
be tied down by operations undertaken by him on the Mediterranean 
coast. The German government hoped that here, as in Egypt, a re- 
bellion once started would spread to other tribes. 

The pre-conditions for German agitation were more favourable 
in north-western Africa, and in particular in the coastal areas, than 
in any other part of the Islamic world, for here the traditional resist- 
ance of the tribes to French colonial rule was already stiffened by 
awakening aspirations for national self-determination. ‘The Moham- 
medans of Algiers and Tunisia,’ wrote Oppenheim, ‘are filled with 
hatred against France and long for liberation.’ He, and with him the 
Foreign Ministry, concluded that West Africa as a whole was now 
ripe for revolution. The event proved that these hopes were prema- 
ture. 

In Morocco too German policy was able to link up with old con- 
nections dating from before the war. The Germans’ earlier attempts 
to enlist the help of native princes against France’s penetration of 
Morocco had created personal relationships which were revived and 
intensified when war began. As before the war, the German consu- 
late-General in Barcelona was the central clearing station for Ger- 
man shipments of arms to Morocco. Similarly, Madrid was the 
centre of the German agitation which used Spanish Morocco as a 
jumping-off place for raising French Morocco. Another way of 
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weakening France’s position in North Africa was to instigate deser- 
tions from the French Foreign Legion; in August, 1914, the Emperor 
issued an amnesty to all returned legionnaires. 

A survey of the campaign to raise the Islamic world, from Lahore 
to Casablanca, at the beginning of the war leaves a divided impres- 
sion. On the one hand there are grandiose ideas, circulating in cate- 
gories and dimensions of world policy and universal history. The 
vehicles of these ideas are the official political organs of the Reich, 
working in close collaboration with the general staff. Behind them 
there stood also private interests, whose pre-war connections were 
now skilfully utilised by the government: associations, newspapers, 
individuals; the Verband Deutscher Handlungsgehilfen (Society of Ger- 
man Commercial Staff), the Kolnische Volkszeitung , the Welt am 
Montag , the brothers Mannesmann, Emil Kirdorf, Regendanz, the 
liaison man between the Imperial Colonial Office and the banks, the 
chief mover behind the scenes of policy in Morocco, and the busy 
Paul Rohrbach. On the other hand, the actual means and persons 
employed in the field bore no relation whatever to the high-flown ex- 
pectations, either as regards the immediate aim of relieving the mili- 
tary position of the Central Powers or the long-term aim of effecting 
a fundamental change in the power-relations of the world : they were 
totally inadequate, and the effect produced by them was practically 
nil A*As in the conduct of the campaign in Europe, so here, Germany 
greatly over-estimated her own and her allies’ potential strength, 
and fatally underestimated the enemy’s power of resistance^/' 

Ireland 

Germany’s subversive activities include also an attempt to create 
difficulties for England on her doorstep through an armed rising in 
Ireland. Here, too, Germany could build on a situation of traditional 
conflict which in the years before the war had reached the verge of 
open rebellion. The initiative came this time from German-Ameri- 
cans and the p an-German consul-general in New York, Falcke. The 
TJerman ambassador in Washington, Count Bernstorff, raised ob- 
jections to Falcke’s proposals, since he feared that such an attempt 
would give the politically and culturally dominant English element 
in the United States its chance to prejudice the United States against 
Germany. In spite of these warnings, the German government had 

1 How almost naive were the ideas with which the German statesmen 
approached the task of promoting revolution is shown, for example, by Jagow’s 
instructions of November, 1914, which contain the words: ‘bearer of these instruc- 
tions, Herr Leo Frobenius, has orders to collaborate with Turkey in raising the 
Sudan in revolt. It would be very valuable if the Abyssinian government would 
give this enterprise active support.’ 
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Sir Roger Casement brought from New York to Germany, where he 
raised the hopes of both the political and the military authorities in 
the prospects of a rising in Ireland. The circumstances of Casement’s 
landing from a German submarine on the coast of Ireland, his arrest 
and execution, are as familiar as is the history of the Easter Rebel- 
lion in Dublin. It is, however, important for our purposes to note that 
here too Germany greatly over-estimated her strength. The attempt 
to revolutionise Ireland is a also a particularly clear example of the 
nexus between methods of warfare and war aims; on the one hand, 
Germany’s western front was to be relieved by an attack on England’s 
base and on the other, the British Empire was to be weakened by the 
detachment of one of its members. The Germans were attempting 
to utilise the crisis of the world war to help existing national aspira- 
tions to fruition in their own right 

The Nationalities in the Russian Empire 

Favourable fields for Germany’s subversive activities in Russia 
were offered by the national movements of the non-Russian peoples 
from Finland to the Caucasus and by the aggravated social problem 
created by rapid industrialisation. Both social and the national griev- 
ances had found explosive vent in the r v evolution^of 1905-6 and both 
had since continued to work in inseparable combination: The failure 
of the Russian revolution had further produced a great wave of emi- 
gration, which had spread all over Europe/When world war broke 
out the German government could at once turn to the Russian emi- 
gres as agents for r evolutionisin g Russia. 

"The Foreign Ministry had begun its preparations for the ‘libera- 
tion’ of Poland at the end of July, even before the outbreak of actual 
hostilities. As early as August 5, 1914, Jagow told the German am- 
bassador in Vienna that ‘our troops are carrying in their pockets 
proclamations for the liberation of Poland’. On August 3 Zimmer- 
mann telegraphed instructions to the German embassy in Constanti- 
nople that the Caucasus was to be raised against Russia. At the same 
juncture the Foreign Ministry was thinking of producing revolution 
among the Letts of Courland, but the general staff rejected the idea 
as militarily undesirable. On August 6 the Chancellor instructed the 
German minister in Stockholm, von Reichenau, to investigate a re- 
volt in neighbouring Finland, promising the Finns ‘an autonomous 
buffer State (Republic)’. Thus by August 6, only a week after the 
declaration of war, Germany’s plans for revolutionising the East from 
Finland to the Black Sea had been laid. 

It was in this connection that the Chancellor first sketched out his 
idea of Germany’s New Order in the East, a month before his Sep- 
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tember Programme. The ‘principles’ for the leaflets to be circulated 
in Finland were, according to Bethmann Hollweg’s instructions, to 
describe Germany’s war aims in the East openly as ‘liberation and 
security for the peoples subjugated by Russia, Russian despotism to 
be thrown back on Moscow’. The Ukrainian question also made 
its appearance at the beginning of August. Revolution was openly 
acknowledged as a means of warfare and as an aim of war, a fact 
admitted at the time by the leading German statesmen themselves. 
Instructions of August 1 1, 1914, from the Chancellor to the German 
embassy in Vienna, drafted by Jagow, are revealing on this point. 
They define the aims of German policy in the following words : 

To produce revolution, not only in Poland but also in the Ukraine, seems 
to us very important : 

1 . As a means of warfare against Russia, 

2. Because should the war end favourably for us the creation of several 
buffer states between Russia and Germany and Austria-Hungary 
would be desirable as a means of relieving the pressure of the Russian 
colossus on western Europe and thrusting Russia back to the east, as 
far as possible. 

3. Because, in Rumania’s view, the recovery of Bessarabia for Rumania 
would only be profitable and lasting if it were protected by the forma- 
tion of other non-Russian states. 

It was thus^n ot only at Brest-Litovsk in 1918 , not only after its 
alleged capitulation before the Third Army High Command under 
Ludendorff and the pan-Germans, that the German government 
first conceived the idea of creajjngj ap indepencl gjlLjjj^ raini ^n state; 
as early as the second week of the war it had declared the detach- 
ment of the Ukraine from Russia to be an official object of German 
policy, and it preserved this long-term aim for the eventuality of a 
German dictated peace. In the further diplomatic exchanges be- 
tween Berlin and Vienna in connection with the attempts to induce 
Turkey, Bulg aria a nd Rumania to enter the war, all three states 
were told that it was a war aim of the two Central Powers to force 
back Russia’s frontiers. Berchtold told the Bulgarian government on 
October 17, 1914, and the Turkish at the beginning of November: 
‘Our main aim in this war is to weaken Russia enduringly, and for 
that reason we should, in the event of our victory, welcome the 
establishment of an independent Ukrainian State’. On both occasions 
the Ger man Foreign Ministry associated itself with the^Austro^ 
Hungarian step by parallel , d emarches in Sofia and Constantinople. 

The German government could count on widespread approval 
in Germany for its plans to detach the peripheral non-Russian 
peoples from the Tsarist Empire. The Alldeutsch circles close to them 
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were as much in favour of these plans as, for different reasons, were 
the parties of the Centre and the groups on the left -Social Democ- 
racy’s anti-Tsarist complex had been an important element in its 
decision not to oppose the war. The extension of Germa xi-iniiuence 
far into-Russiar was a central feature of the Alldeutsch programme, 
although it laid more weight on direct annexations than did the 
Liberals. The extensive memorandum drawn up by the Zentrum 
politician, Matthias Erzberger, in September, 1914, had contained, 
besides far-reaching aims for the West and a Mitteleuropa pro- 
gramme, the following war aim for the East: ‘Liberation of the 
non-Russian peoples from the Muscovite yoke and establishment 
of internal self-government for each people. All this under German 
military supremacy, perhaps also with a Customs Union.’ 

Erzberger’s final aim was ‘to cut Russia off from both the Baltic 
and the Black Sea’. Helmut von Gerlach, later a leading pacifist, 
wrote an article in the Welt am Montag of August 17, 1914, ‘Necessity 
knows no Law’ {Not kennt kein Gebot ), calling for the liberation of the 
non-Russian peoples, the Finns, Estonians, Letts, etc., down to the 
Mohammedan peoples of Russian-Asia, by promoting revolution in 
Russia and the Islamic world. 

The Caucasus 

The most distant of all the objects of German agitation were the 
Turkomans beyond the Caspian, who were to be subverted from 
Teheran. 1 Here the Germans had at first little success, but after the 
Bolshevik revolution of October, 1917, these areas detached them- 
selves temporarily from Russia and anti-Bolshevik groups in them 
sought German support. 

In the Caucasus area the Turks tried to influence the Moham- 
medan tribes, while the Germans addressed their agitation in the 
first instance to the Christian Georgians, among whom the revolu- 
tion of 1 905 had evoked revolts and separatist movements aimed at 
recovering old lost freedoms. As recently as 1912 there had been 
sporadic outbreaks of unrest in Georgia; Theodor Schiemann had 
pointed to them as indications of Russia’s internal weakness, but had 
over-estimated their importance. The suppression of the revolution 
had driven a number of Georgian political leaders into exile. All of 
them saw in the outbreak of world war their people’s chance to re- 
cover its independence. They early found support from Germany 
and -much more hesitantly -from Turkey. Georgian emigres of the 
most various schools of thought formed joint political committees 
in Berlin, to which Armenians later adhered. Prince Machabelli, 

1 See Gehrke, op. cit., I, pp. 136 ff. There is much archival material. 
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retelli, the brothers Kereselice and others helped in this work, some 
of them sacrificing their private fortunes to it. German policy en- 
listed their national ambitions in its service, and as time went on the 
Georgians became increasingly dependent on Germany. 

The G eorg ians asked for a binding promise that an independent 
Georgian state should be recognised if the war ended in victory, and 
the G erman government was prepare d to give th is ass urance. But 
the Tu rks r efused, because the creation of an independent Georgian 
state wOuIcThave blocked their own planned expansion and annexa- 
tions in the Caucasus; moreover, the Georgians, as a Christian 
people, would have posed a problem similar to that posed by the 
Armenians on both sides of the Turkish frontier. German diplomacy, 
however, put such strong pressure on the Turks that in the summer 
of 1915 they too gave the guarantee for which the Georgians asked, 
although in a somewhat non-committal form. 1 

The plans of the Georgian emigres were set out in a memorandum 
drawn up by Prince Machabelli in September, 1914. His plan en- 
visaged a neutral Caucasian Federation, with Georgia a kingdom 
under a west European prince, the Armenian and Tatar districts 
under a Mohammedan prince, while the so-called mountain peoples 
were to be under a ruler chosen by themselves. Machabelli’s idea of 
a tripartite federative state was in fact realised, although in a dif- 
ferent shape, after the Russian February revolution. 

Besides the Committee in Berlin, a secret Committee of Action 
was constituted in Tiflis, composed of representatives of the three 
major Georgian parties, the Social Democrats, the Federalists and 
the Nationalists. The Azerbaidjanians, although non-Christians, 
joined this committee. On German initiative a Georgian Legion was 
formed in Trebizond, on Turkish soil, under a German captain, 
Count von der Schulenburg, but after endless friction with the 
Turks it had to be disbanded. It never numbered many members. 

The revolutionary movement in the Caucasus, like that in Turkey, 
depended in the last instance on a successful advance by the Turks. 
But the Turkish offensive in the Caucasus broke down in the autumn 
of 1914. The Germans could thus in the end do no more than take 
some individual agents, including Machabelli, in submarines and 
set them on shore near Batum. The country being occupied by Rus- 
sian troops and under strict control, the agents understandably found 
the local populace, which had had experience enough of the pains of 
unsuccessful revolution, little inclined to rise in arms. 

Although Germany’s endeavours to stir up revolution in the 

1 The document in question, which was filed in the German embassy, was 
signed, not by the Grand Vizier or Foreign Minister, but by a subordinate official. 
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Caucasus did not achieve their immediate purpose, they were not 
without effect. The activities of the Georgian emigres, especially of 
Prince Machabelli, awakened interest in Georgia, both in German 
political and military circles and among the public, especially since 
there were German industrial groups with material interests in the 
background. When autonomous states came into being in the 
Caucasus in 1917 and 1918, the Germans’ earlier political contacts 
had prepared them to enter into closer political relationships. 

The Ukraine 

The Ukraine 1 was another area in which the German and Austro- 
Hungarian general staffs had planned and prepared to start a revolt. 
These plans were influenced by the expectation that after the antici- 
pated speedy victory in the west the main theatre of war would be 
transferred to south Russia. Here, too, the rising was conditional on 
the armies of the Central Powers really advancing into the Ukraine. 

The organisation of the Ukrainian revolutionary movement was 
at first in the hands of the Ruthene National Committee in Austrian 
Galicia, which was supported by the German consul-general in 
Lemberg, Heinze. 2 On his suggestion, the German ambassador in 
Vienna, Tschirschy, sent von Levicky, the head of the National 
Committee, to Berlin at the end of August, and he persuaded the 
Chancellor and the Foreign Office to support him. 3 The great Polish 
landlords of Galicia, however, put Berchtold against the German- 
Ukrainian connection and against any revolutionary activity in the 
Ukraine. Although criticising the Germans for being too conserva- 
tive, he feared lest a focus of anarchy should come into being in 
south Russia which might have detrimental effects on the Monarchy. 
It was in view of this Polish opposition a matter of some importance 
that the Ukrainian Archbishop in Lemberg supported the Ukraine 
activities from 1914 to 1917-18 in the hope of being able to detach 
the 30 million Greek -Orthodox Ukrainia ns from Moscow and bring 
them into the Uniate Church. 

The second and decisive phase of Germany’s revolutionary activi- 
ties in the Ukraine began in August, 1914, with the arrival of a group 

1 On this subject, again, the archival material is very extensive. On the litera- 
ture on the subject see Hans Beyer, Die Mittelmachte und die Ukraine (Munich, 1936) ; 
for the first years of the war, recent work based on the Austrian archives, Helga 
Grebing, ‘Oesterreich-Ungarn und die “Ukrainische Aktion”, 1914-1918; Zur 
oesterreichisch-ungarischen Ukrainepolitik im ersten Weltkriege’, in jahrbiicher fur 
Geschichte Osteuropas , Vol. 7, Heft 3, pp. 270 ff. 

2 On this, besides the archives, see also Bogdan Fr. S. Graf von Hutten-Czapski, 
Sechzig Jahre Politik und Gesellschaft , Vol. II, pp. 145 ff. 

3 See Beyer, op. cit., pp. 1 ff. 
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of Socialist emigres from the Ukraine, some of whom had left their 
homes only on the outbreak of war. They formed a ‘League for the 
Liberation of the Ukraine’ 1 which was encouraged by Heinze, by the 
Foreign Office and also by Levicky’s group and was given regular 
financial support by the Reich. The objective of the League was an 
independent Ukraine of democratic-socialist character. The group 
criticised German propaganda, holding it, for example, to be com- 
pletely futile to hope to win over the Ukrainian peasants by leaflets 
in the pedantic German style recalling the long-past days of great- 
ness when the Ukraine was independent under its Hetmans and 
grand princes. Instead, the Ukrainian Socialists concentrated their 
propaganda on the agrarian question in the conviction that the only 
way of mobilising the Ukrainian peasants was to promise them 
land. 

At this point the mutual interaction of the national and the social 
revolutionary motifs begins to become apparent; but the element of 
social revolution made the Austro-Hungarian government increas- 
ingly reserved towards the League, out of consideration for the 
Polish landed magnates of Galicia and also in view of the prospective 
annexation of Congress Poland. The promotion of revolution in the 
Ukraine thus became a purely German enterprise. The League, 
which was now financially entirely dependent on Germany, estab- 
lished agencies under the aegis of the German embassies in Con- 
stantinople and Bucharest, from which centres they sent agents into 
the Black Sea ports from Odessa to Rostov and tried to undermine 
the morale of the Russian fleet. In Constantinople Wangenheim was 
assisted by Helphand, who in his expose of March, 1915, had desig- 
nated the national movements in Russia, especially the Ukrainian, 
as the weapon to pierce the armour of the Tsarist Empire, and had 
submitted detailed proposals for action. From 1915 on, increasingly 
important work was done by the German minister in Berne, Rom- 
berg, who had discovered and recruited for the German service a 
particularly serviceable Ukrainian Socialist named Stepankowski, 
who played an important role in Germany’s Ukrainian policy in 

* 9 ' 7 - 

Another method of promoting revolution in the Ukraine was to 
segregate Ukrai nian prisone rs of war in the German P.O.W. camps 
and have them indoctrinated by special German commissions with 
the purpose of making them the t orch-bearers of a Uk rainian 
in dependence movemen t. Similarly, and with the same purpose, 
Polish, Georgian, Mohammedan and Finni sh prisoners of war were 
segregated from the Russian. Regierungsprasident Schwerin formed a 

1 On this, besides the archives, in detail, Grebing, op. cit., pp. 267 ff. 
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special staff for dealing with the Ukrainians and succeeded in win- 
ning many of them for the German cause. 1 

Owing to the Austrian defeat in Galicia, German propaganda and 
subversive activity never produced a revolution in the Ukraine, and 
its real importance, again, lies in its effects on German public 
opinion. Thanks largely to Paul Rohrbach’s work, an ever-increas- 
ing flood of GerinarLpublications on the Ukraine began to appear in 
1915-16, and in them the economic aspects of the question were 
given increasing prominence. A man as influential as Albert Ballin 
called for an offensive against Kiev in the summer of 1916, saying 
that Kiev was generally regarded as ‘the economic heart’ of Russia. 
Both the German g overnm ent and German public opinion were thus 
ready r ~To'"expIoit the favou rable si tuation which arose out of the 
February revolution of 1917. 

Poland 

Germany’s campaign of subversion in Poland could build on a 
living tradition of national risings which had manifested themselves 
in a series of rebellions in the nineteenth century, and more recently 
in the unrest accompanying the revolution of 1905-6. Bismarck’s 
idea that in the event of a German-Russian war Russian Poland 
should be incited to rise and should be reinstated as an independent 
state, was a two-edged sword for Prussia’s Ostmark policy, for the 
appearance of a new Polish state could not but have its effect on the 
millions of Poles in the eastern provinces of Prussia. 2 The situation 
in Austria was rather different. Here the Crown land of Galicia pre- 
sented an analogous problem. The Poles of Galicia, however, unlike 
the Poles of Prussia or Russia, enjoyed cultural and political security 
and had a big voice in the government and parliament of their state. 
Vi enna was therefo re readier to consider promoting^evolution in 
Russian Poland, the more so since it could hope to bring the areas 
detachecf from Russia into the framework of the Dual Monarchy. 
This situation explains why it was only with 

embarked on the revnliiti nnising of Congre ss Poland and the restora- 
tion of Polish sovereignty. 

Even before the final breach with Russia in July, 1914, Germany 
had decided that, if war broke out, Congress Poland must be incited 
to revolt and be reinstated as a state. The evidence now available 

1 From the end of 1 9 1 7 on the Supreme Command begins to intervene actively ; 
it sent the Foreign Ministry a screed on propaganda in the East ‘requesting that 
the Finnish, Estonian, Livonian, Ukrainian and Rumanian press be taken in 
hand forthwith’. A ‘real position of hegemony’ was especially necessary in the 
Ukraine. 

2 On this see also Oncken, Preussen und Polen im XIX Jahrhundert, pp. 224 ff. 
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forces us to give more credence than was previously customary to 
Hutten-Czapski’s assertion that on July 31, 1914, not only the Em- 
peror (this is admitted) but also the Imperial Chancellor promised 
him that Poland should be restored after a German victory. 1 Ger- 
many’s intention of promoting revolution in Congress Poland is con- 
firmed by the fact (already mentioned) that with the approval of the 
German government agreements along these lines were concluded 
between the German and Austro-Hungarian general staffs at the end 
ofjuly, I 9 I 4* 2 

On August 5 the Foreign Ministry decided to secure the consent 
of the Holv_S ee for the Polish clergy to use their influence on the 
population of Congress Poland. The Prussian minister to the Vatican, 
von Miihlberg, was instructed to secure the co-operation of the Vati- 
can in the sense that the Holy See should make it clear to the Poles 
‘that the Allied armies were working for the liberation of Poland and 
must therefore be supported by all Poles, including the Polish clergy’, 
since Catholic Austria-Hungary was fighting also against ‘the Or- 
thodox Church, which was violating the rights of the Catholic 
Church' in Poland’. In order to mobilise further religious emotions 
in the service of the German cause, Erzberger had thousands of leaf- 
lets distributed in Congress Poland bearing a coloured print of the 
Emperor Wilhelm II and Pope Benedict XV side by side; also a 
grandiose picture of German troops driving Russians back, while the 
Polish people surges forward in brightly-clad masses, bearing church 
banners blessed by the Madonna. 3 The appeal to the Polish clergy 
proved, however, ineffectual. The overwhelming majority of the 
Poles, including their clergy, remained partisans of the Entente, and 
in some frontier districts whence the Russian officials had fled in 
panic, Polish priests themselves took charge of the mobilisation of 
the men called up for service. 4 Furthermore, the presence of Russian 
troops, at first 400,000 of them, later a million, put any idea of a 
rising out of court. The Germans deceived themselves in supposing 
that the Poles were longin gJqJ^eTibex^Fed^ v Germa ny. In reality 
the neo-Slav movement, with its doctrine of pan-Slav solidarity, had 
weakened the traditional hostility _ between Russian and Pole. The 

1 Cf. Hutten-Czapski, op.Tit 7 Vol. II, pp. 145 and 295, with his letter of 
November 5, 1916, to the Emperor, reminding him of his assurance of July 31, 
1914. 

2 Westarp, Konservative Politik, Vol. II, p. 1 : ‘I knew that revolution would break 
out today among the Poles of Russia.’ 

3 Reichenau reported from Stockholm on October 31, 1914, that Russian papers 
showed a tendency to suggest that the Emperor’s reason was affected. They based 
this on his alleged dream that the Holy Virgin had appeared to him in a vision and 
charged him to liberate her home in Czenstochau. 

4 Friedrich Schinkel, Polen , Preussen und Deutschland (Breslau, 1931), p. 225. 
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industrialisation of Congress Poland was having the same effect, 
since the interests of influential Polish economic circles, especially 
those of the textile industry, were now bound up with the great Rus- 
sian market. The dominant political tendency among the Poles, rep- 
resented by the National Democrats, was oriented towards demo- 
cratic western Europe, and was therefore pro-E ntente. Finally, 
Prussia’s Ostmark policy had done its bit towards filling the Poles 
with mistrust of Germany. 

All these reasons make it understandable that the rousing procla- 
mation issued on August 17, 1914, by the ^Russian Commander in 
Chief, the Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaievitch should have made a 
considerable impression on wide Polish circles. The proclamation 
promised the Poles the unification of all Polish-inha bited territories, 
including Prussian Polan’dlTnd Austrian Galicia, under the Russian 
sceptre, but with far-reaching autonomy. 1 Against this, the Centr al 
Powers had no more to offer than, at the most, the re surrectio n of 
Con gress Poland. 

In Galicia there had been enough anti-Russian feeling to admit 
the formation of Pilsudski’s famous Polish Legion. Since, however, 
the Legion, in collaboration with an underground Polish ‘National 
Government’ in Warsaw, put forward far-reaching political demands 
for a future Polish state, it was incorporated in the Austro-Hun- 
garian army and so gagged politically. 2 It is less well known that in 
the first weeks of the war an attempt was made to raise a Polish 
Legion in Germany, but the negotiations, which were carried on be- 
tween representatives of the Polish ‘Sharp-shooters’ ’ organisations on 
the one hand, and on the other hand the Reserve General Staff in 
Berlin and Hindenburg’s IX Corps in Posen, led to no result. The 
central German authorities concerned, which included the War 
Office and the Reich Interior Office, were prepared to allow the 
Polish organisations to enlist voluntary recruits, but not to conscript 
them, since this would have been tantamount to conceding them 
sovereign rights. Even at this stage Delbriick raised political objec- 
tions. When he read in various reports that meetings of Sharp- 
shooters had been demanding Posen and West Prussia for the future 
Polish state, he made energetic protests which resulted in the dis- 
bandment of the Polish organisation and the cancellation of its agree- 
ment with the military authorities. This went through the more 
easily because the Sharp-shooters had been criticising Germany over 
the Kalisch incident (Kalisch, a town on the Russo-Polish border, 

1 Schulthess, Geschichtskalender, Jg. 1914^.848. 

2 The latest comprehensive account of Pilsudski’s mission in 1914, Conze, 
Polnische Nation und deutsche Politik im Ersten Weltkrieg (Cologne, 1958), pp. 53 f. 
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was destroyed by German troops in the first days of war), while Aus- 
tria had meanwhile protested in Berlin against the activities and agi- 
tation of the Polish Legion. At the beginning of November the few, 
half-trained formations of the German Polish Legion were taken to 
Cracow and there put under Austro-Hungarian military command. 
All further agitation in the Polish territories occupied by German 
troops was forbidden and the agreement between the Sharp-shooters 
and the military authorities was again cancelled. 

By the beginning of December, 1914, Germany’s brief flirtation 
with Polish revolutionary and democratic nationalism was already 
over. The Poles’ ambitions with regard to Posen and West Prussia 
had touched Prussian political self-consciousness on the raw. It was 
only after the establishment of the two governments general in War- 
saw and Lublin, that is, of a German and an Austro-Hungarian 
military administration, that the ideas mooted vaguely in the au- 
tumn of 1914 took concrete shape in a decision to create a Polish 
army and to incorporate it, and with it a new Polish state, in a Ger- 
man-controlled central European system. 

The Jews 

In August, 1914, the optimistic eye of the Germans-of Consul- 
General Heinze, for instance, to judge from his reports -classed the 
Zionist movement with the Polish and Ukrainian as the third 
‘stronge^movement against Tsarism’. The Jews of Russia were 
counted as a quasi-German element, if only on account of their 
Yiddish speech; on the other hand, they were a minority living 
under a special dispensation, confined to a strip along the western 
frontier of Russia, and in the two decades before the World War had 
frequently been the victims of the notorious pogroms whereby the 
Tsarist regime had sought to divert attention from its own internal 
difficulties. 

In the days which brought the outbreak of war all German Jewry, 
including the Zionists (who formed only a minority), were a prey to 
national excitement. The Cologne Judiciary Councillor Max Boden- 
heimer, 1 one of the founders of the ‘Zionist Association for Germany’, 
approached the military authorities in the Rhineland with a pro- 
posal for a proclamation to the Jews of Russia. Through Hutten- 
Czapski’s mediation he was puFTn toucfTwith Diego von Bergen, the 
Foreign Ministry’s specialist for revolutions, who was himself think- 
ing along similar lines. On August 1 7 official consent was secured for 

1 Egmont Zechlin, Friedensbestrebungen und Revolutionierungsversuche, 3, Die Allianz 
mit dem Judentum, Beilage zu ‘ Das Parlament\ January 21, .1961, pp. 342 ff., following 
archives and memoirs. 
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the foundation of a ‘Committee for the Liberation of the Jews of 
Russia’, the Presidency of which was assumed by the Berlin sociolo- 
gist, Professor Franz Oppenheimer, with Bodenheimer as Vice- 
Chairman. The Committee was approved by the Central Committee 
of the International Zionist League in Berlin, under Professor Otto 
Warburg, and soon came to enjoy the support of Germany’s non- 
Zionist Jews as well. This development filled the German govern- 
ment with most sanguine hopes. 1 

On August 17 an appeal to the Jews of Russia, signed by the 
Supreme Command of the German and Austrian armies, called on 
them to rise in arms, promising them ‘equal civic rights for all, free 
exercise of their religion and their civil callings and free choice of 
residence within any territory occupied in future by the Central 
Powers’. In this as in other leaflets as, for example, those distributed 
by the Jewish Committees in Galicia, the Jews were adjured in burn- 
ing words to avenge themselves for the pogroms: ‘Jews of Russia! 
Rise! Spring to arms! Help hunt the Moskal [sc., the Russian] out 
of the West, out of Poland, Lithuania, White Russia, Volhynia and 
Podolia ! Freedom is coming from Europe . . . !’ 

The Committee of Liberation seems to have been less interested 
in persuading their co-religionists in Russia to rise than in pinning 
down the governments of the Central Powers to public definition of 
the future rights of the Jews in ‘the Russian West’; for only so would 
the sympathies of those Jews be definitively acquired for the Central 
Powers. Bodenheimer went further still: he wanted a multinational 
buffer state created between Germany and Russia, with the political 
and economic leadership in it shared between the Jews and Germans. 
This idea of a G erman-Tewish allianc e against the Slavs, particu- 
larly against the Poles, was, however, not supported in German 
governmental circles, which did not want to anticipate too far the 
territorial readjustment of these areas. 

Nor did it prove possible to secure the support of the Zionist move- 
ment as a whole for the plans of the Liberation Committee. After the 
military reverses of the autumn of 1914 the Executive Committee 
of the World Zionist Organisation in Copenhagen pronounced in 
favour of strict neutrality, and forced all Zionist members to resign 
from the Committee of Liberation ; the latter then transformed itself 
into a relief organisation for the Jews of the occupied territories. At- 
tempts to secure the support of American Jewry for the objectives 
of the Committee also proved unsuccessful, the anti-Semitism preva- 

1 A report submitted to the Imperial Chancellor on August 20, 1914, sees in the 
Zionist movement ‘an invaluable instrument for our intelligence service and our 
agitation abroad . . . particularly for the territory of the Russian Empire.’ 
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lent in the Reich proving a deterrent. The Jews in the occupied terri- 
tories themselves w ere disappo inted by the attitude towards them 
adopted by the German military and civilian authorities, which did 
not answer to the expectations awakened by the proclamation. Still 
hoping for internal reforms, they remainei_asJoyal to the Russian 
state as did the Jews of central and western Europe to their own 
countries of residence; the more so since Socialist^ ideas had struck 
deep roots among the eas t Europ ean Zionists, which made collab- 
oration diffi cult w ith a state whose persec ution o f the Socialists was 
still fresh in the memory. 

An example of the early German hopes may be quoted from Sep- 
tember, 1914. The German consul in Bucharest got into touch with 
Jewish agents who promised to produce ‘a rising in Bessarabia with- 
in ten days and later a general revolution against Russia’. The con- 
sul had already paid out 50,000 marks in gold for the preparations 
for the rising and promised two million more if the enterprise suc- 
ceeded. Zimmermann, in the name of the Foreign Ministry, express- 
ly approved and endorsed the promise that Germany would support 
the emancipation of the Jews in Russia. 

Here, too, Germany’s hopes proved deceptive, but the Central 
Powers’ inflammatory proclamations and incitements to revolution 
had tragic consequences for the Jews of Russia. The Russian govern- 
ment and the militant right-wing circles which had been reponsible 
for the pogroms before the war, found in these events justification for 
their hatred of the Jews, whom they now more than ever regarded as 
enemies of Russia. There were fresh excesses against Jews and official 
measures which resulted in terrible sufferings for the victims. It is a 
fact that the refugee movements and mass deportations increased 
Russia’s internal difficulties and thus made the country still more 
ripe for revolution. 

Lithuania and the Baltic 

Contrary to its policy in Poland and Finland, the German govern- 
ment did not try to promote revolution in Lithuania or among the 
Baltic peoples. In Lithuania the Germans did not expect to find 
national self-consciousness, and it was onh Lduring th cjwar that they 
realised how strongly developed it was, and that the Lithuanian 
national movement possessed a class of intellectual leaders and ex- 
tensive connections abroad, especially in the United States. In so far 
as German policy concerned itself with Courland, Livonia and 
Estonia at the outset of the war, no revolution seemed necessary, 
since Germany already possessed a leading class in the shape of the 
Baltic Germans, through whom it could carry out whatever policy 
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it wished. And the presence of this ruling class of Baltic Germans 
made it impossible from the German point of view to promote evolu- 
tion among the Letts and Estonians, because their inflamed national 
feelings, which politically were oriented westward, would in the 
last resort have turned against the Germans themselves and brought 
the downfall of the Baltic Germans. Moreover, parts at least of Cour- 
land and Lithuania were at an early stage under consideration as 
suitable areas for direct annexation to Germany. 



Finland 

The geographical situation of Finland, like that of the Ukraine 
and Georgia, exc juded annexat ion to Germany. There were there- 
fore no reasons against inciting it to revolt against Russia, and this 
was in fact the object pursued by the Germans from the first days of 
the war. A suitable starting point for Germany’s efforts was offered 
by the Grand Duchy’s constitutional status within the Tsarist Em- 
pire, which had been so bitterly disputed in and after the revolution 
of 1905. To this was added the existence of a relatively large body of 
emigres, based principally in Sweden. At the beginning of August, 
1914, the German government began collecting these emigres to 
serve as liaison officers with Finland; they were supported through 
the legations in Stockholm, Copenhagen and Berne, and were fur- 
ther advised by Swedish diplomats and princes of the Church, such 
as the Swedish minister in Berlin, Count Taube, and the Archbishop 
of Upsala. On August 6 Bethmann Hollweg instructed the German 
minister in Stockholm to begin preliminary preparations for a rising 
in Finland ; among other things, he was to establish contact with the 
Swedish party there. Proclamations were to be distributed among the 
Finns, holding out to them the prospect of an aut onomou s state as 
their reward if they rose, although the German government was not 
yet prepared to give undertakings binding in international law. 

The ffirmish negotlators^afd that they could not rise unless Ger- 
many^ Janded trnq ps jn Finla nd, or Swede nThl^UdTh^vvar against 
Russia, an object which German diplomacy^ for years tried vainly to 
bring about. The Finns then pointed out that given their shortage of 
leaders, organisation and arms, any rising in their country must in- 
evitably be crushed. So Germany could only wait and prepare for 
action in the future. 

Finnish and Estonian socialists (Zilliakus and Keskiila) had early 
imported a new element into Germany’s revolutionary activities. 
They said that the revolution could not succeed unless supported by 
the German Social Democrats, and in fact German Social Demo- 
crats were soon taking a hand in the revolutionising of Russia. Fur- 



144 



FINLAND 



ther more, the leading Finnish patriots regarded revolution in Finland 
as only one link in the chain of the liberation of the non-Russian 
nationalities as a whole -confirming the Germans’ own view on this 
point. The Finn Wetterhoff, for example, concluded a regular treaty 
with the Georgian Committee, and the most important of these 
Finns, a lawyer named Gastren, pronounced the mission of this war 
against Russia to be the liberation from Russian rule of the Poles, 
Finns, Lithuanians, Mohammedans, Armenians, Jews, Estonians 
and Letts. 

The most positive result achieved by these revolutionary prepara- 
tions was the formation of a ‘Finnish Legion’ of Finnish volunteers, 
whose numbers, like those of all the similar enterprises, remained 
extremely modest. This was the ‘Finnish Chasseur Battalion’ which 
later achieved such fame, although it did not see action until the 
spring of 1918. In the spring of 1917 Zimmermann strongly pressed 
the Finnish Committee in Stockholm to seize the occasion of the 
February revolution to strike, but the Finns continued to back. It 
was only the October revolution that brought them full indepen- 
dence-soon jeopardised once more by civil war and only assured in 
the spring of 1918, in a sense favourable to German interests, by the 
intervention of German troops. 

A general survey of the whole range of these revolutionising poli- 
cies within Russia shows that all Germany’s attempts to mobilise the 
nationalities had only a relatively minor effect. Their historical signi- 
ficance is that they reveal^iermany’s overall war aim in the East, 
which wasjto weaken Russia by hberatinglhe non-Russian peoples 
and"so to construct a position of power for Germany herself/ The 
clearest proof is to be found in a little-known event of the early sum- 
mer of 1916. At that period Germany was still courting the favour of 
opinion in the U.S.A. and the neutral world, and also of Liberals in 
the Entente countries, who were becoming powerfully impressed by 
the new slogan of the ‘rightof nati^^ German 

propaganda immediately picked up this effective slogan. Wesen- 
donck, who was the Foreign Ministry’s propagandist in chief on 
national questions, and some of his assistants (notably the two Baltic 
Germans von Uexkull and von der Ropp) 1 brought into being the 
so-calle<y‘ League of Russia’s Foreign Peoples’/The purpose of this 
body wAs to co-ordinate the propaganda of the committees of the 
different nationalities, all of which were by now more or less depen- 
dent on Germany, and to get them to make a public proclamation. 
After complex negotiations, and after long hesitation, the Foreign 

1 See on this Friedrich von der Ropp, Zwischen Gestern und Morgen (Stuttgart 
1961), pp. 83 ff. 
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Ministry decided that the most effective form for such a demonstra- 
tion would be to issue an appeal to Wilson as ‘the foremost champion 
of humanity and justice’. In it the representatives of the different 
peoples arraigned the Russian government before the whole civilised 
world and begged for ‘help and protection from destruction’. This 
appeal appeared simultaneously in Stockholm and Lausanne, under 
the careful direction of the Berlin headquarters, with the object of 
presenting Germany as the protector of the rights of the ‘oppressed 
peoples’. * ' — 

The Radical Socialists as 
Agents of Revolution 

The mobilisation of the Russian revolutionary socialists brought 
Germany even bigger gains agaTHsTRussia than the mobilisation of 
the nationalities. With the aid of the disintegrating impact of soc- 
ialist activities Germany brought about Russia’s defection from the 
war in November, 1917, and the conclusion"draTsep arate p eace on 
Germany’s terms. 

As in her national agitation, so in her social, Germany was able 
to take advantage of internal tensions in the Russian political and 
social system. The chief sources of these were the still unsolved agra- 
rian question and the social grievances produced by over-rapid 
in dustrialisation under the prevailing form of society, which had re- 
sulted in the development of a radical workers’ movement. 1 The col- 
lapse of the revolution of 1905 and the subsequent reaction had pro- 
duced a large emigrati on of Russian revo lutio naries, now scattered 
over all Europe and even America, for whom the outbreak of the 
First World War meant the possibility of a return to political life. 
From the first days of the war the German government harnessed 
the energies of these emigres in its own service, at first with the limit- 
ed purpose of weakening Russian military pressure on the Central 
Powers by stirring up i pternai amrestTrt the Tsarist Empire. Soon, 
however, the military objectives developed into political aims. 
Again there were t wo stages . In the firsLrcyo lution w as fostered as a 
means of pressure on Tsarist Russia to conclude a separatepeace 
with Germany along lines desired by Germany; in the second, after 
the first had repeatedly failed, the object of revolution was the over- 
thro w of th e Tsarist regime and the elimination of Russia as a world 
power. 

1 We assume the reader’s knowledge of the inner purposes and outward course 
of the revolutions of 1905-6 and 1917, and therefore confine ourselves to certain 
aspects of them particularly connected with our theme. For general works, see 
G. von Rauch, Geschichte des bolscheivistischen Russland (Wiesbaden, 1955) and 
Oskar Anweiler, Die Entwicklung des Rategedankens in Russland (Leyden, 1958). 
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Surprisingly, it was not Germany but Au stria-Hung ary which 
first suggested the possibility of using the Russian revolutionaries for 
the purposes of the Central Powers. At the beginning of August, 1914, 
as Tschirschky reported to Berlin on August 6, the Austrians had 
‘advised all Russian revolutionaries in Switzerland to return to Rus- 
sia via Austria’. Romberg, in Berne, sent a long report to the Foreign 
Ministry at the beginning of October pointing out the presence of 
numerous Russian revolutionaries in Switzerland and their potential 
usefulness for Germany’s purposes. On December 26 the German 
minister in Bucharest, von dem Bussche, reported on the beginning 
of a Russian revolutionary movement. He further recommended let- 
ting German Socialists collaborate, whereupon the Foreign Ministry 
sent Siidekum, the Reichstag deputy, to Bucharest at the beginning 
of January, 1915, where he negotiated with Russian revolution- 
aries. Finally, on January 8, 1915, Wangenheim, in Constantinople, 
drew the attention of the Foreign Ministry to Parvus Helphand, 
the key figure in the complex ramifications of the revolutionising 
of Russia. Helphand was at that time employed by the Turkish 
government as a financial expert. He had recommended himself to 
the German embassy in the following words : 

Russian democracy could only achieve its goals through the complete 
destruction of Tsarism and the dismemberment of Russia into smaller states. 
Germany, for her part, would not achieve full success unless she succeeded in 
starting a major revolution in Russia. The Russian danger would, however, 
continue even after the war so long as the Russian Empire was not dis- 
membered into its component parts. The interests of the German govern- 
ment were identical with those of the Russian revolutionaries. 

Helphand’s idea of dismembering and weakening Russia accorded 
with Bethmann Hollweg’s thinking in August-September, 1914. The 
new element was a combination of social with national revolution. 

Zimmermann, and after him Bethmann Hollweg and Jagow, at 
once took up Wangenheim’s suggestion of using Helphand. The 
Chancellor sent his special confidant, Kurt Riezler, from General 
Headquarters to get in touch with Helphand, whom the Foreign 
Ministry had meanwhile had brought to Berlin. 1 Helphand then 
made his suggestions and set out his ideas fully in a long memoran- 
dum which he submitted to the Foreign Ministry at the beginning 
of March, 1915. In this memorandum he recommended organising 
a po litical mass strike in Russia under the slogan ‘freedom and 
peace’. The focal point of revolution was, he said, Petersburg with 
its munition factories, docks and railway works. He further advised 

1 See Z. A. B. Zeman, Germany and the Revolution in Russia igi^-igi 8 . Documents 
from the Archives of the German Foreign Ministry, p. 2. 
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calling a conference of all Russian Socialists, preferably in neutral 
Switzerland, the special object of which should be to get all Socialist 
groups in Russia, radical and moderate alike, to combine in ‘initiat- 
ing an energetic campaign against absolutism’. Fie thought such a 
unification possible, because the leader of the radicals, Lenin, had 
himself raised the possibility of co-operation. In his view the ideo- 
logical influence of German Social Democracy was strongest among 
the moderate wing of the Russian Socialists, the Mensheviks. He 
therefore believed that the authority of leading German and Aus- 
trian Social Democrats could win the Mensheviks for unification. By 
following this method he hoped also to exercise a strong propagandist 
effect on public opinion in Briain and France. He furthermore 
assumed that it would be possible to get the support of the Social 
Revolutionaries, if not for a mass strike, at least for influencing the 
peasants. 

Helphand made detailed proposals for making contact with the 
representatives of the strike movement which had never quite died 
out since 1905 and for provoking strikes in the Black Sea ports, the 
Black Sea Fleet, the Baku oilfields and the mining districts of the 
Donetz and the Urals. The poverty of the population made it im- 
possible to carry these operations through smoothly without ample 
financial support. Helphand thought it particularly important to 
revolutionise Siberia, because its representatives in the Duma were 
Socialists. He said that it was purely a question of money to contrive 
the escape of the political deportees to Russia in Europe, and thus to 
secure thousands of ‘highly efficient agitators’. Their return would, 
he thought, produce an effect on the Socialist party centres and 
drive them into the United Front. An extensive press campaign 
should be initiated, especially with the help of Socialist papers in 
neutral countries, to support revolutionary activity in Russia. He 
attached great importance to agitation in North Am erica, where the 
numerous J^vs^trdlStaVsTbrmed an element which was very suscep- 
tible to anti-Tsarist propaganda. If the millions of immigrants from 
Russia were roused, A merican public opinion would undoubtedly 
be affected. The agitation abroad must in his view inevitably be 
reflected in Russia; at the least it would provoke reprisals by the 
government against the Socialist movement which would inflame 
the masses still further against Tsarism and finally force the govern- 
ment to employ the army against the people. 

In the Ukrainian movement, Helphand thought, the agrarian un- 
rest would chime in with the demand for autonomy, because the 
peasants would demand the division of the big estates, most of which 
were owned by nobles from Great Russia, and this again could only 
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be achieved through the formation of an independent Ukraine. 
Peasant unrest in Great Russia would follow, and must in its turn 
bring the Social Revolutionaries into action. Helphand believed that 
the risings in Central Russia would give the signal for a general 
rising in Finland, for which preparations should be made with the 
help of the Finnish Social Democrats. The Finnish rising of 1905 had 
shown that the Russian government had had to employ a whole 
Russian army there for two years to put it down. Before this, how- 
ever, the Finns could render invaluable service in providing informa- 
tion, and above all in keeping contact with Russian revolutionaries 
in Petersburg. For the revolution in the Caucasus Helphand in- 
sisted that the Turkish government must explain clearly to the 
Mohammedans the' necessity "oUco-operating wltFT their Christian 
neighbours, the Armenians and Georgians, in the fight against 
Tsarism; h e was not blind to the difficulties of stimulating the 
Mo hammedans into action. 

After a general glance at the position of the Russian Social Demo- 
crats, who professed themselves loyal to the Russian state but op- 
posed to autocracy and Tsarist imperialism, Helphand finally sum- 
marised his ideas in a single pregnant sentence: 

In this way the united armies and the revolutionary movement in Russia 
will shatter the immense Russian centralisation represented by the Tsarist 
Empire, which will remain a danger to world peace so long as it exists, and 
will bring down the central fortress of political reaction in Europe. 

Helph and's exposition s must have impressed the German govern- 
ment deeply. Immediately after his first visit to Berlin the Foreign 
Ministry gave him two million marks, and in the course of the winter 
of 1915-16 another 20 million roubles, with which, as instructed by 
the government, he built up an extensive organisation, with head- 
quarters in Copenhagen, for revolutionising Russia. 1 

It is easy to see that Helphand, with his objective of disintegrating 
the Russian Empire, was thinking in principle along the same lines 
as the Chancellor, with his programme of peripheral states (although 
the Chancellor did not, of course, agree with the ideological aspects 
of Helphand’s programme). But there were two weaknesses in Help- 
hand’s scheme of things: he reckoned on an earlier outbreak of the 
revolution than was in fact possible, and he deluded himself into 
believing that he could win over the Mensheviks to his programme. 
In reality the Menshevik ‘Social Patriots’ such as Axelrod, Alexinski, 
Deutsch and Plekhanov, were no more ready than their German op- 
posite numbers, Scheidemann, Ebert, David and Noske, to renounce 

1 For the financial arrangements, see Zeman, op. cit., pp. 2 f. 
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their positive support of the war, much less overthrow their owl 
government in the middle of a war. Just as Helphand and the Ger- 
man Social Democrats saw in Russian Tsardom the stronghold of 
reaction, which it was their task to destroy, so the moderate Socia- 
lists of Russia regarded the German Empire as the reactionary enemy 
of all progress, and put out all their strength to overcome this re- 
actionary enemy with the help of Tsarist Russia, in alliance with the 
democratic West. 

The weaknesses of Helphand’s ideas were recognised by another 
social revolutionary, the Estonian Keskiila, with whom Romberg 
had been in contact since February, 1915. Keskiila had already 
pointed out in an earlier conversation that only the extreme wing 
of the Russian Socialists, i.e., the Bolsheviks, wanted a German vic- 
tory, while his impression of the Mensheviks was ‘that they saw their 
chief purpose to be to split the German Social Democrats and win 
them over for peace, so that indirectly they were doing the work of 
the Russian government’. 1 Keskiila, who had been working on similar 
enterprises in Stockholm since the autumn of 1914, tried to influence 
his fellow-countrymen in Estonia and at the same time to enlist the 
co-operation of all the non-Russian nationalities, especially the 
Ukrainians. 2 

The decisive point, however, was that in September, 1915, Kes- 
kiila definitely changed the course of Germany’s revolutionary policy 
towards Russia, for from that date the Foreign Ministry, on his ad- 
vice, put all its money on the Left Radicals, i.e., Lenin and his friends 
in order to play them off against the Russian ‘Social Patriots’. It can 
only have been through Keskiila that the German government 
learned that the Russian Mensheviks were receiving large sums of 
money from their own government to keep the Russian workers 
loyal. Keskiila consequently advised the German government to 
come quickly to the financial help of the Left Radicals in Russia be- 
fore ‘Social Patriotic currents’ could get the upper hand among the 
Russian workers. In this connection he emphasised the especial im- 
portance of Lenin, who was the only man who would in his view be 
ready to conclude a separate peace with Germany in the event of a 
successful revolution. In September, 1915, he actually succeeded in 
gettingjrom) L enm a formal programme which gave the conditions 
under which’ the Bolsheviks would be ready to conclude peace with 

1 On this, besides the archives, see also Zeman, op. cit., pp. 6 ff, and Werner 
Hahlweg, Lenins Riickkehr nach Russland, in Studien zur Geschichte Osteuropas, Vol. IV 
(Leyden, 1957), pp. 40 ff. 

2 See Michael Futrell, ‘Alexander Keskuela’, in St. Antony's Papers , No. 12 , Soviet 
Affairs No. 3 (London, 1962), pp. 21-32. 
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Germany after their own victory in Russia. 1 Lenin said that the most 
important of these points-apart from the domestic political aims of 
a republic, confiscation of the big estates, the eight-hour day, full 
autonomy for the nationalities -was No. 5 in which he declared him- 
self ready to offer peace without considering the Entente. Germany 
would have to renounce annexations and a war indemnity, but Kes- 
kula remarked that this condition would not exclude detaching terri- 
tories inhabited by the nationalities and forming them into buffer 
states between Russia and Germany. He was, of course, himself an 
Estonian and a Social Patriot. 

The question of annexations and or buffer states was, however, the 
heart of Germany’s war aims programme for the east. Romberg 
himself had left open whether any importance ought to be attached 
to Lenin’s conditions, as transmitted by Keskiila, especially since 
Lenin, according to Keskiila, was still sceptical about the prospects 
of an early revolution in Russia. Nevertheless, Romberg recom- 
mended calculated indiscretions about Lenin’s programme and, in 
general, a link with Russian ‘democracy’ in order to influence French 
public opinion and make it readier for peace. The German govern- 
ment did not adopt this idea, but it did agree tc^ thejroposed un- 
reserved support of the Russian radicals. Lenin’s conditions have an 
extraordinar)TliisT 9 fical impoTtaiice ov er and above this^ considera- 
tion KecauseTns programme must have made it clear to the German 
government beyond all possibility of error that even the one group 
which was ready to make a separate peace with Germany in the 
event of Russia’s military defeat and a successful revolution still in- 
sisted on Russia’s territorial integrity and the ren unciation by Ge r- 
many of a war indemnity. The German government were bound 
from now on to^concfude that the other groups, which still supported 
their country’s struggle, must be even less ready to conclude a pact 
with Germany if required to accept conditions which even a Lenin 
rejected. 

As early as August, 1915, von Brockdorff-Rantzau, in Copen- 
hagen, had submitted a long report on Helphand and his organisa- 
tion, and had recommended unreserved support for Helphand. At 
the beginning of December, 1915, when the German advance in the 
east had just ended and annexationist feeling was running high, 
Brockdorff-Rantzau had again urged on his government most em- 
phatically the importance of a radical upheaval in Russia if Ger- 
many was to achieve her war aims. He had come to this conclusion 
because he had been unable to see an early prospect of peace with 
either Britain or Russia. In expressing this view he was answering 

1 Zeman, op. cit., p. 6. 
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objections by the Emperor who, during discussions in the previous 
summer about revolution in Finland, had expressed scruples about 
attacking the Tsar’s throne. A year later, when Germany was again 
hoping for a separate peace with Russia, the Emperor again urged 
his government to appeal to the Tsar in the name of the solidarity of 
the imperial powers against the ‘lawyer-governments of the West’. 
In contrast Brockdorff-Rantzau, in a long memorandum of Decem- 
ber 6, 1915, openly advocated the overthrow of the monarchic 
order in Russia. ‘It would,’ he wrote, ‘be a disastrous error if we con- 
tinued now to attach serious weight to our traditional relationships 
with Russia, that is, witK theTTomanov dynasty.’ 

In his view the House of Romanov had ‘sacrificed by its gross in- 
gratitude’ the traditional friendship which Germany had shown it 
during the Russo-Japanese War. For him Germany’s very existence 
was at stake in the war; unless she succeeded in pulling one of her 
enemies out of the ring of the Entente, it would end in her exhaustion 
and her collapse. He saw in this extreme device of the revolutionis- 
ing of Russia the only way of escaping the threatening danger: ‘but 
victory, and as its price, the first place in the world, are ours if we 
succeed in revolutionising Russia in time and therewith smashing 
the coalition’. 

Peace once concluded, he thought that the inner political collapse 
of Russia would be of little interest to Germany and might not even 
prove undesirable. He therefore proposed ‘to make use of the veteran 
revolutionary Helphand before it was too late’. He thought that 
Germany’s relationship with the new Republican Russia would be 
one ‘which our grandchildren would one day regard as our tradi- 
tional policy’ when ‘the German people, under the leadership of the 
House of Hohenzollern’ had ‘found its way to lasting friendship with 
the Russian people’. And he went on: ‘This aim will not be reached 
until the Tsarist Empire as it stands today has been overthrown.’ 
He summarised his calculations in a moving passage : 

The stakes are certainly high and success not absolutely certain ; nor am I 
at all blind to the consequences which this step may entail for our own poli- 
tical life. If we have the military resources to force a final decision in our 
favour, that would certainly be preferable; but if not, I am convinced that 
/we have no alternative but to try this solution, because our existence as a 
Great Power is at stake -perhaps more than that/ 

In these words Brockdorff-Rantzau puts with unique clearness 
what he thought the revolution was to do : it was to eliminate Russia 
if Germany^military power proved insufficient to^achieve^victory 
over the enemy unaided. As Wilson later appealed to the German 
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people directly over the heads of the Emperor and his government, 
so Brockdorff-Rantzau envisaged a Russian people liberated from 
the Tsarist dynasty in a Russia which, territorially diminished by the 
creation of the new border states, would renounce dreams of great 
power status and live as Germany’s modest and peaceab le neighbour. 
The German aristo crat’s v iew accorded with that of the Estonian 
revolutionary Keskiila who, when recommending Lenin in July, 
1915, to the German government as the man to destroy Tsarist 
Russia, had warned his audience against the danger of a great 
modernised Russia, whose extensive natural resources would soon 
put it ahead of Germany, militarily and economically. 1 It is one of 
the ironies of history that the same Lenin whom the German govern- 
ment used to weaken Russia should have proved the man who, after 
sweeping aside her feudal and bourgeois social structure, transformed 
Russia into an industrialised and centralised state and laid the foun- 
dations of its present world power status, thus bringing to pass the 
very danger which Keskiila foresaw if the Germans failed to revo- 
lutionise Russia with the help of the Bolsheviks. 

Brockdorff-Rantzau’s strong support and Helphand’s own con- 
versations in Berlin with Zimmermann and Helfferich succeeded in 
so thoroughly convincing the Foreign Ministry and the Treasury of 
the importance of Helphand’s work that he was allotted an allow- 
ance of forty million marks for work up to January, 1918 (though in 
fact by that date only twenty-five millions had actually been handed 
over). 2 

In 1915-16 the revolutionary work was carried on only by a relative- 
ly restricted number of agents, many of whom did not even know one 
another and were often not even aware that the German government 

1 See W. Hahlweg, op. cit., pp. 8 f. 

2 The famous ‘Kaiser’s millions for Lenin’ of which so much has been heard 
must be reduced to their proper proportions. Accounts made up to January 30, 
1918, show that Germany had up to that date authorised or spent 382 millions on 
the special account for propaganda and special activities. Of this roughly 1 1 million 
had been spent on Erzberger’s propaganda campaign, 10 million each on propa- 
ganda in the U.S.A., Spain and Italy, 47 million in Rumania, and so on. 38 millions 
had been authorised for general propaganda, and 6 5 actually spent ; for operations 
in Morocco the figures are 1 4*8 and 124; for Persia, 36 2 and 318; for Afghanistan, 
5*2 and 4*8. The 40,580,997 marks for Russia make up about 10 per cent of the 
total expended. On January 1, 1918, about 14-5 million marks had not yet been 
spent, but the expenditure up to July 1, 1918, on German propaganda in Russia 
amounted to about 3 million marks monthly. Shortly before his murder the 
ambassador Count Mirbach asked from Moscow for a further round sum of 40 
million marks, and this was allowed him, to counterbalance the money being spent 
by the Entente. Of these 40 millions, only 6 or at the most 9 (two or three monthly 
quotas) had been sent and used by the end of the war. The 40 or 80 million marks 
spent in the service of German policy in Russia should also be compared with the 
6,000 million roubles which Russia had to pay Germany under the Treaty of 
Brest-Litovsk. 
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was behind Helphand’s organisation. 1 At this stage eight persons 
were working in the Copenhagen headquarters and ten more 
were regularly travelling round Russia. The organisation maintained 
close touch with the Russian revolutionaries in Switzerland, such as 
Keskiila and Lenin, and with the Russian emigres in Scandinavia, 
and sought to influence Russians returning from the U.S.A. and 
Canada. Newspapers and pamphlets were also distributed among 
the Russian people, and especially the army. Quite early the organi- 
sation tried to influence the Russian recruits, and great hopes were 
reposed in the students entering the Corps of Officers, since they had 
already been infected with revolutionary ideas at the university. 

It was only the outbreak of the February revolution that enabled 
the German government to harvest the fruits of their long prepara- 
tions. The climax and at the same time the most effective move in 
the whole campaign was the despatch of Lenin to Russia in the 
spring of 191 7. Gfermany could count as indirect successes the Octo- 
ber revolution and Russia’s defection from the ranks of her enemies, 
and the Peace of Brest-Litovsk seemed to her to bring her a long 
step nearer attainment of her war aims in the E 2 



1 For further details of Germany’s activities, see the author’s article in 
188/2, October 1959, pp. 301 ff. 
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POPULAR PRESSURES 

PUBLICISTS, SOCIETIES, PARTIES AND PRINCES 

The outbreak of the World War and the popular excitement which 
this produced evoked stronger demands than ever before that Ger- 
many should make her weight felt in the world. Two decades of 
German ‘world policy’ had generated and fostered in the German 
people a conviction that it was called, and entitled, to the status of 
a world power. A whole s chool of historia ns, the neo-Ranlceists, had 
developed the theory of the r ising system of world sta tes, in which 
Germany would take her place as an equal, as she had in the old 
European state system. 1 Beside the German historians stood an in- 
numerable phalanx of publicists of the most various dispensations, 
who proclaimed the ‘Ge rma n war’ 2 as Germany’s occasion to rise 
from a great power to a world power. This idea first took shape in 
August, 1914, and then in the face of the difficulties which began to 
emerge in the winter of 1 914-15 hardened into a fixed determina- 
tion to fight the war through until the goal was reached. 

The ‘Ideas of 1914 s 

Behind this blend of national emotion and very purposeful politi- 
cal thought stood an intellectual movement, the product of German 
professors -both humanists and economists-who felt themselves 
called to provide the war with a posiliye^hilosophy. In the ‘Ideas of 
1 9 14’, 3 under which name this movement has gone down to history, 
the war was no longer merely a defensive struggle which Germany 
had to wage against the ring of enemies who had fallen on her, but 
something more than this : a higher, predestinate necessity rooted in 

1 Ludwig Dehio, Deutschland und die Weltpolitik im 20. Jahrundert (Munich, 1955; 
as Germany and World Politics in the Twentieth Century , London and New York, 1959). 

2 Der Deutsche Krieg, Politische Flugschriften, ed. Ernst Jackh (Stuttgart and Berlin, 

1 9 1 4 ff • ) • 

3 The expression comes from Rudolf Kjellen, ‘Die Ideen von 1914’, in Zwischen 
Krieg und Frieden (Leipzig, 1914), p. 29. Cf. Klaus Schwabe, Die deutschen Professoren 
und die politischen Grundfragen des Ersten Weltkrieges (Diss. Freiburg, 1958), pp. 34 ff. 
Cf. also Deutsche Reden in schwerer (Berlin, 1914), with contributions by Wilamo- 
witz-Moellendorff, Roethe, von Gierke, Delbriick, von Harnack, Sering and 
others; also Deutschland und der Weltkrieg , ed. O. Hintze, F. Meinecke, H. Oncken, 
H. Schumacher (Leipzig and Berlin, September, 1914). 
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the antithesis between the German spirit, German culture, German 
political forms, and the life and forms of her alien enemies. The dis- 
appointed hate-love towards Britain in particular swung round to 
unallo yed hat red of the British Empire. JJritain, branded as the au- 
thor of ‘encirclement’, became the progenitor of all utilitarian, ego- 
tistical, purely mercenary powers; the Anglo-Saxon ‘shopkeepers’ 
spirit’ was contrasted with German ‘heroism’. Meinecke talked of 
the lying phraseology of idealism which was used to mask a pure 
power policy, and of the danger to the development of any free 
personality presented by the ‘uniformalised, mechanical’ Anglo- 
Saxon type of humanity. Britain was the old people, now abdicating 
its place in world history, Germany the young nation, strong, up- 
surging, only now fulfilling itself. The war was being waged to help 
this natural process to consummation. Germany would win the vic- 
tory, not through fortune on the battlefield, but because she repre- 
sented a higher culture fighting in the service of human history. The 
war became invested with a sort of religious nimbus; it appeared, 
not as a fight of one nation against another, most certainly not as a 
test of technical and economic potentials, but in the terms of Hegel 
and Ranke, as a struggle between contending moral forces. 1 

This philosophic interpretation of the war-which had nothing to 
do with any realistic political thought- helped to mobilise German 
public opinion and released unsuspected reserves of force, precisely 
because of its non-rational, emotional appeal. This background ex- 
plains both the war enthusiasm of the two first years of war and the 
‘nation’s’ claim to world power, with which the political and intellec- 
tual leaders of Germany identified themselves. 

The Propagandists of Germany’s Claim 
to World Power Status 

The Alldeutschen were the group which shouted the loudest for Ger- 
man ‘world policy’, but their interest for us lies less in their crass de- 
mands (the general tenor of these is familiar and we have already 
touched on it in connection with the memorandum of their most im- 
portant representative, Class) than in the influence exercised by their 
ideas in Germany. A large number of the 25,000 members of the 
Alldeutscher Verband occupied influential positions in political and 

1 Ideas like this were expressed sharply and in a politically effective form in the 
appeal drawn up by Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, which was first signed, 
at the beginning of October, 1914, by 93 leading German savants, and later, thanks 
to energetic propaganda by Dietrich Schafer, collected about 4,000 signatures, 
i.e., those of nearly every German professor. This ‘Declaration of the 93’ was inevit- 
ably taken abroad as proof of the German intellectual classes’ support of militarism 
(Clemenceau, for instance, called it ‘Germany’s greatest crime’) and was still 
arousing indignation, above all in America, after the war. See M. Lenz, op. cit. 
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social life, and besides their own members, whose numbers were 
after all not inconsiderable, they had many sympathisers in the state 
services, the army, the navy, business, journalism and intellectual 
circles. The fact that ideas which are commonly regarded as specifi- 
cally Alldeutsch were in general currency in the German Empire and 
can be traced in the very wording of the official language used by 
diplomats, civil servants and politicians, shows how extensive was 
their ideological and political influence and how impossible it is to 
dismiss them as an uninfluential clique of political fanatics. 

This influence can be found among personalities and groups which 
called themselves liberals, strongly repudiated the name of Alldeutsch 
and yet in their political demands agreed very largely with the aims 
of the Alldeutschen. They took as their slogan ‘the German idea in the 
worldf^as Paul Rohrbach had put it in 1913 inThe title^oTHTsTvidely 
read book, but they linked this ‘idea’ closely with Germany’s claim 
to world power status. Many of them openly confessed to a faith in 
German ‘imperialism’, while others reserved the word ‘imperialism’ 
to designate the policy of the enemy powers, while themselves going 
almost as far in practice. 

If these views were expressed before the war in many variants, in 
war they led directly to an open profession of German imperialism. 
For example the editor of Der Panther (founded in 1 g 1 2 in commemo- 
ration of the ‘panther-leap’ to Agadir) wrote in January, 1915: 

If the hour to realise German imperialism had perhaps then not yet struck, 
yet it was time to speak the word which should prepare the way before it. 
The ship’s fsc., the Panther's ] part was to fight for Germany’s rights and her 
greatness, the periodical’s to enter the lists for liberalism and imperialism. 
Both defenders of the German spirit were at bottom pursuing the same goal, 
but by different means and with different words, each in its own sphere. . . . 
What had then to be left for the future has become today a bloody and yet 
splendid actuality . 1 

An attempt to find an objective interpretation of the same phe- 
nomenon was made in 1916 by the historian Justus Hashagen in an 
article entitled ‘German Imperialism’ 2 in Das Grossere Deutschland , a 
periodical founded shortly before the war by Rohrbach and Jackh 
with the purpose of giving systematic support to the idea of German 
world policy. Hashagen wrote that German imperialism had ‘been 
only a modest plant’ compared with the efforts of other nations to 
achieve world power; only the beginning of the World War had 
brought with it ‘Germany’s emergence to self-consciousness as a 

1 Axel Ripke, ‘Das Erbe von Agadir’, in Der Panther, 1915, No. 1, pp. 1 f. 

2 Justus Hashagen, ‘Deutscher Imperialismus’, in Das grossere Deutschland , 1916, 
pp. 673 ff 
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world power’. He pointed beyond the Mitteleuropa project (which 
at that time was being widely discussed as a way of broadening the 
basis of Germany’s power in Europe) and put forward colonial and 
Far Eastern policies as lasting ‘aims of Germany’s road to world 
power’. 

An anonymous writer in the respected liberal-conservative organ 
Die Grenzboten signing himself ‘Darius’ (probably the editor himself, 
Georg Cleinow) went a step further still. ‘Darius’ confessed that ‘he 
had long been a devotee of the German imperialist idea’, and that 
‘the outbreak of the war and its course to date had given him great 
satisfaction’. 1 He regarded Germany’s world policy before the war 
as the real cause of the World War and concluded that the mighty 
event of war must force every German to ‘become conscious of the 
aim’ to achieve which the war is being waged -‘the entry of Germany 
into the ranks of the great imperialist nations, and the realisation of 
the demands due to her as a world power’. 

What few of us hitherto desired, what slept in the subconsciousness of 
many, what our statesmen made only occasional efforts to achieve, by peace- 
ful means, what our enemies feared in secret, that the events of these days 
hammer indelibly into the brain of every German : this war is being waged 
to make Germany greater and mightier than she was; for there is only the 
choice between this and sinking back into the condition of a second-class 
Power, there is no third way, no possibility now of halting on the line where 
we stand. . . . Germany a World Power: that is the theoretical demand. 

The editor of Neues Deutschland , the Free Conservative Adolf 
Grabowsky, saw the springs of German imperialism in the industria- 
lisation and growth of the population by 30 millions since 1 87 1 . 2 The 
frontiers of the German Reich were wide enough for ‘a satiated 
State’. But: 

For one of the greatest industrial and trading States these narrow frontiers 
have gradually become fetters. For a State and a people which is consciously 
following imperialist aims, aiming, that is, to found a world empire and to 
take a great place among the world empires by the propagation of its 
culture and its language, by the might of arms and by trading connections, 
by possessions and settlements in far parts of the globe -for an imperialist- 
minded people this basis has become too narrow. . . . 3 

‘Beyond any doubt,’ wrote Grabowsky, ‘Germany’s own home is 

1 ‘Darius’, ‘Ziele des Krieges’, in Die Grenzboten , 74th year, No. 6, February 10, 
I 9 ! 5 >PP- 161 ff. 

2 Adolf Grabowsky, ‘Die neue Weltmacht’, in Das neue Deutschland , 4th war 
number, October 28, 1914. 

3 Id., ‘Der innere Imperialisms’, ibid., 8th war number, February 27, 1915, 
pp. 2 1 7 ff. 
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